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PREFACE

This report is the nationwide research final technical report of a

project carried out by MIDCO Educational Associates, Inc., Denver,

Colorado, under contract HEW-OS-72-45 to the Office of Child Development,

Department of Health, Education and Welfare, to study parent participation

In Head Start. It is one of three reports submitted to OCD, DHEW, and

presents in detail the methodology and results of the project. Another of

the reports is devoted to the relevant antecedent literature and firsthand

reportage of events which formed the basis of Head Start parent participation.

The third report summarizes the entire project, and identifies implications

which may be relevant to the future of parent participation in Head Start.

The purpose of the project was, in the main, to investigate two types

of parent participation: (1) parents in decision-making roles, and (2) parents

in learner roles. Another type of involvement, parents as paid employees in

Head Start, was studied as well. Four areas were investigated in relation to

parent involvement. These were: (1) quality of Head Start programs,

(2) change in community institutions, (3) Head Start children, and (4)- the

parents of Head Start children. Both former and current children and parents

were subjects of the study.

The project began on November 8, 1971, and was completed within less than

a year of that date. The work statement or Request for Proposals, which

appears in Appendix A, describes the project originally requested by OCD.

Several deviations from the research plan described in the work statement were

made conjointly by MIDCO and OCD, so the work statement no longer represents the



final plan of the study in all particulars. The methodology was planned and

executed in close cooperation with the OCD Project Officer, Dr. Thelma Zener,

and was reviewed at critical stages by OC)'s review panel for this project.

MIDCO also convened review panels at important stages of the project for their

advice and recommendations.

The research staff which carried out this project consistedof Dr. Donald

G. Wargo, Dr. Bill Bassore, Mr. Ray Romero, Dr. C. Dean Miller, Dr. Eugene R.

Oetting, Dr. Joe Dinges, and Mr. Charles Mowry. Many paraprofessional and

professional Associates worked in various stages on the project, particularly

in connection with the data collection process. Head Start parents, program

persons, and professional persons participated in the review panels covered by

MIDCO. Rocky Mountain Behavioral Sciences Institute was the subcontractor for

data processing and analysis.
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT RESULTS

-Introduction

Parent participation has been a major component since the beginning of

Project Head Start in 1965. Head Start Guidelines include parents as par-

ticipants in decision-making about the nature and operation of the programs,

participation in the classroom as paid employees, volunteers and observers,

participation in educational opportunities developed by Head Start programs,

and finally in terms of consulting with Head Start staff regarding their own

children. Thus, parents have been conceived as both contributors to and
ti

beneficiaries of Head Start from its inception.

The rationale underlying parent involvement includes a number of assump-

tions. First, it has been assumed that parent participation in decision-making

roles would be good for program quality, since parents are acutely aware of

their own children's needs. Secondly, it has been assumed that parent

participation in decision-making roles would help parents to learn how to work

within the community structure to achieve their goals, and in so doing gain

a greater sense of competence. Third, the increased self-confidence and inner-

direction gained by parents through participation is believed to have beneficial

effects on their children's feelings, attitudes, motives, emotions, and

consequently tLeir achievements. Finally, it is believed that such participa-

tion would lead to changes in community institutions such that they would become

more responsive to the needs of the poor.
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By the same token, it has been assumed that parent involvement in learner

activities may be a means of producing other desirable effects. For one,

parents that participate as learners in Head Start programs might acquire

skills and attitudes that will benefit their children's emotional and cognitive

development. .-eurther, the increased feelings of competence and gratification
-

in child rearing resulting from participation in Head Start learner activities

may well lead to improved self-concepts and increased effectiveness in general

functioning, eventually leading to improvements in Head Start programs and

community institutions.

While there is widespread acceptance of the underlying assumptlons, or

theoretical basis, for parent participation in Head Start, the empirical

foundation has not been established. Even though it is often difficult to

rigorously assess the effects of on-going social-action programs, it is possible

to collect systematic evidence with some scientific precisibn which may well

cast light on the efficacy of the relevant aspects of such social-action

programs. Such is the case in the present project.

The purpose of the present project is to investigate the impact of

Head Start parent participation in learner and decision-making roles, and

to a lesser extent in the paid-employee role. Specifically, the purpose of

the project was to assess the impact of these types of parent participation on

Head Start program quality, on institutional changes in the community, on the

-Head-Start-children-r and-on-Head -Start-parents-themselves .

Method

Twenty Head Start Centers distributed across the 48 continental United

States were selected for inclusion in the study based on a series of structured

telephone interviews. Five were high on the degree to which they involved

parents in both decision-making and learner activities; five were relatively

low in the extent to which they involved parents in both decision-making and

vi
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learner activities; five were high in the extent to which they involved

parents in decision-making activities, while low in the extent to which

they involved parents in learner activities; and, the remaining five were

low in the extent to which they involved parents in decision-making

activities, but high in the extent to which they involved parents in learner

activities.

In each of the twenty centers, samples of Head Start children and their

parents were selected for study. Approximately twelve of these parent-child

pairs were currently in Head Start (Current Sample), approximately eight pairs

were in Head Start the preceding yaar (FormeriSample), but in kindergarten or

first grade during the current year, and up tc four were paid employees of

the Head Start center, while their child was currently or formerly in Head

Start.

Data collection teams were trained, and then sent into each of the 20

selected centers during the Spring of 1972. Parents completed a series of

self-report questionnaires and measures to assess attitudes and feelings, their
0

community involvement, and self-concept. In addition, the extent and type

of their individual involvement in Head Start was measured. Their Head Start

children were individually administered a battery of tests designed to

assess cognitive and intellectual development, school readiness, self-concept,

social adjustment, and so forth. Program quality was assessed by specially

_constructed questionnaires completed by_Head Start staff and Head Start

parents, as well as by observational ratings made by data collection teams.

Institutional change was assessed through a series of steps involving a lengthly,

structured group interview with key parents and staff for the purpose of generating

instances of iLstitutional change, and then confirmation of these changes by a

series of follow-up interviews.

vii
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Results

Avast array of specific statistical results were obtained. The data

were ordered to see what patterns of results might emerge. Caution in

intepretation of the results is indicated. The study is an ex aost facto

effort, and causal relationship might sometimes be mistakenly inferred

though seldom warranted. It is possible, nonetheless, to point to some

important conclusions.

In general, the results are supportive of high parent participation

in both roles in relationship to all dependent variable areas. Parents who

were high in both decision-making and learner roles appeared most satisfied,

had more self-confidence, greater sense of internal control, and greater

assurance about their future than did parents who were low in participation.

They also had children who performed better on intellective and task-

oriented measures. Parents highly involved in Head Start were more involved

in community institutional change efforts as well. High parent involvement

in the decision-making role was more highly related to positive or desirable

findings in all four dependent variables areas than was learner involvement,

even though there was a general tendency for, parents who were high in one of

the roles to be high in the other. The Primary differences, in general,

occurred between the parents who were not involved at all or at an absolute

minimum, and those parents who were'involved to a greater extent.

Centers with high parent participation in both roles appeared best in

program quality assessment. In general, the quality of classroom, administration,

medical/dental and recruiting were reported as positive; while social services,

nutrition, and career development fluctuated. Psychological services were

generally rated lowest. An unexpected -nd somewhat puzzling finding was that

centers classified as low in both roles'were reported as the second strongest in

in program quality by local staff and chairmen.



In the area of community institutional change, both the greatest number

of changes and the most significant changes were reported in centers rated

high in both decision-making and learner activities. '-nters rated low in

both roles reported the fewest and least important changes, while other center

classifications were in between. The extent to which parents and centers

participated in all stages of changes were directly related to the extent

of parent participation.

In general, the results are strongly supportive of positive relation-

ships between Head Start parent participation and desirable functioning in

the parents, desirable functioning in their Head Start chidren, high levels

of program quality, and involvement in institutional changes.
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INTRODUCTION

The involvement of parents has been an integral part of Head Start from

its beginning. The so-called "Cooke Memo" (Cooke, 1965) in generating the

original Head Start objectives and the original Head Start guidelines (Head

Start, 1967), spelled out, explicitly, ways in which parents were to be

involved. These included the following: participation in decision-making

about the nature and operation of programs; participation in the classroom as

paid employees, volunteers or observers;.visits with staff in the Head Start

family's home; and, participation in educational opportunities developed by

Head Start programs. It is clear that a broad spectrum of parent participation

activities was intended, ranging from relatively passive involvement and focus

on the parents' own Head.Start children at the one extreme, through more

active learning, observing, and helping activities, to even more active

involvement in planning and decision-making at every level of Head Start. The

Head Start agency application form (CAP-Form 30a) required agencies to describe

their plans for attaining the objectives of parent participation on advisory

groups, how they planned to involve parents in program operations, and ways

in which the parents were to become beneficiaries of the program directly.

Thus, Head Start, while usually thought of as a program for preschool children

of the poor, is truly a program intended to involve parents both as contributors

and beneficiaries.
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Prior to the conception of Head Start, several forces were interacting

that influenced the direction and development of the nation's first widescale

program for preschool children and families.

In the early 1960's a knowledge base to justify a program for preschool

children was emerging. Martin Deutsch was having considerable success'in his

work with "deprived" children. Bloom (1964) discussed the importance of early

experiences upon the cognitive growth education achievement of children.

Kagan and Moss (1962) pointed.out the specific influence of home and maternal

factors in the development of young children. Parent participation in Head

Start was to a large extent related to these developments. As Hess (1971)

points out:

A compelling line of argument was developed for parent participation
in early education programs. It contended that early experience
affects subsequent intellectual and educational growth and achieve-
ment, and that children who grow up in homes disadvantaged by racial
discrimination and poverty have a deficit of experiences presumably
essential for academic achievement in the public schools.

The assumptions stated by Hess, though not necessarily reflective of his

own position, became the underpinning for Project Head Start. The arguments

for involving parents in the program were largely rehabilitative in nature.

Their intent was to assist parents "in providing a more adequate educational

environment for their young children (p. 265-266)."

At the same time, however, there was another set of arguments that

emanated from a different direction. Although Head Start was conceived pri-

marily as a program for young children, the context in which it developed was

that of the Community Action Program (CAP) of the Office of Economic Opportunity

(0E0). In the words of the enabling legislation, a community action program was

one "which is developed, conducted, and administered with the maximum feasible

participation of the residents of the areas and members of the groups served..."

(Section 202a 3 of S. 2642 and the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964). Thus, a
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second rationale for parent participation was a mandate in the legislation

itself*, and the phrase."maximum feasible participation" became a byword for

this thrust.

In Hess's view, the latter was primarily social and political in origin --

as opposed to educational -- although one could argue that most rationales

for overcoming the effects of deprivation are social in origin. According

to Hess and his associates (1971) it was the impetus of the civil rights move-

ment which preceded, but only barely, the enactment of the EOA that lead to the

development.

One feature of the civil rights movement was a bitter and articulate
criticism of the public schools, especially in urban areas. Criti-
cisms concentrated upon the lack of relationship between the educational
experiences offered by the school and the local community's cultural
experiences and needs (p. 266).

There is no doubt that social and political considerations were among

the factors that influenced the design ofthe program, as indeed they influenced

the Economic Opportunity Act itself. At the same time, however, there was

also a body of experience, knowledge, and a set of assumptions about the

causes of deprivation that provided a rationale for this approach. Primarily,

this set of assumptions was derived from studies by sociologists, anthropologists,

political scientists, and to some extent economists, who viefed deprivation

not so much the result of faulty or inadequate socialization, but the conse--

quence of the way our society was organized, and the fact that our major

institutions, among which education was a prime example, were geared mainly to

serving the middle class. In this view( the aim of anti-poverty programs was

not merely to provide additional services to the poor, but to make sure that the

programs and services remained relevant to their aspirations and needs.

*The complexities of and confusion about this mandate are discussed in
Chapters 2 and 3 of Perspectives on Parent Participation in Project Head Start,

one of the accompanying reports for this, project.
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From this perspective, the purpose of parent participation went far beyond

the training or ;education of parents so they could provide a more adequate

educational environment for their young children within the family. Here the

emphasis was to give parents, or other residents of poverty areas, a measure

of control over the services and programs that were intended for their

benefit.

According to Hess and his associates (1971);

It was not widely recognized at:the time that the rationale and
points of view that underlay these two influences -- educational
and political -- soon would come into conflict. There may be an
inherent contradiction between the arguments that have to do with
cumulative deficit and those which support ethnic pride and self-
determination for ghetto communities (p. 266).

A somewhat similar concern is noted in the Request for Proposal that

initiated this project:

While the value of parent participation in the child's develop-
ment has long been recognized as a central element in optimum
growth, the value of parent participation im-decision-making
efforts about staffing, budget, curriculum, personnel and other
matters relating to program operation has been questioned. We
need to examine the Head Start experience for whatever guidance
it can offer as to whether the optimism about the value of the
role of learner, and the skepticism about the values of the role
of decision-maker as these have been realized in current educa-
tional practice are justified (p. 3 of the Work Statement).

Although several positive reasons for parent involvement are frequently

cited, its efficacy does not go unchallenged. As Hess et. al. (1969) have

pointed out, the school and the family perform e...milar functions with regard

CID

<14:40/

to child development, and may be regarded as competing agents of socialization.

If one assumes that the educational system should have primary responsibility for

the development of the child, then it would place the educational system in

the role of the "expert," and the parent and family would assume a less impor-

tant role. The positive effects of parent involvement are by not5eans universally

accepted, either in terms of extent or'in terms of type of parent participation

involved. The extent and type of involvement one might assume to be optimal
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would depend on the model of educational disadvantagement adhered to, as outlined

by Hess et. al. and discussed more thoroughly in Perspectives on Parent

Participation in Project Head Start, the literature review for this project.

It is out of this uncertainty that the question of the efficacy of

parent involvement has arisen. Are the assumptions valid upon which Head

Start parent participation is based? The present project has been carried out

in an effort to help answer this question.

The purpose of this project has been to investigate the impact of parent

participation as decision-makers and as learners -- and to a lesser extent, as

paid employees -- on Head Start program, quality, on institutional change, on the

parents themselves, and on their Head Start children. More specifically, the

work statement setting forth the task of this project (RFP #2-72-HEW-OS) has

presented the rationale in the form of assumptions to be examined. First, it

has been assumed that parent participation in decision-making roles will be good

for program quality, since parents are acutely aware of their own children's needs.

Secondly, it has been assumed that parent participation in decision-making roles

would help parents to learn how to work within the community structure to

achieve their goals, and in so doing gain_a greater sense of competence. Third,

the increased self-confidence and inner direction gained by parents through

participation is believed to have beneficial effects on their children's

feelings, attitudes, motives, emotions, and consequently their achievement.

Finally, it is believed that such participation would lead to changes in community

institutions such that they would become more responsive to the needs of the

poor. In addition to parent involvement in decision-making, it has been assumed

that involving parents in learner roles may be a means of producing other de-

sirable effects. For one, parents who participate as learners in Ifead Start

programs might acquire skills and attitudes which will benefit their children's

emotional and cognitive development. Further, the increased feelings of
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competence and gratification in child rearing resulting from participation in

Head Start learner activities may well lead to improved self-concepts and
I

increased effectiveness-in general functioning, eventually leading to improve-

ments in Head Start'programs and community institutions.

Thus, while there is aIhilosophicaltheoretical basis behind the

_parent involvement emphasis in Head Start, and numerous assumptions are

made about its benefits for the children, the parents, the community, and .the

Head Start programs themselves, an empirical evaluation of parent participation

in Head Start has not been carried out. It is the purpose of this project to

evaluate the impact of parent participation in the Head Start context.

In summary, then, the objective of the project was to provide evaluative

information concerning four of the primary assumptions underlying Head Start

programs:

1. Assumption: Parent participation has positive effects on the quality

of center programs.

2. Assumption: Parent participation has positive effects on community

institutions. ;

3. Assumption: Parent participation has positive effects on the parents

themselves.

,4. Assumption: Parent participation has positive effects on their

Head Start, children.
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METHOD

Design of the Study

It has been widely observed that Head Start centers vary greatly in the

extervf* to which parents are involved. Some centers have more than 50 percent

of the parents involved in their programs, while in other centers only a very

small percentage of parents participate in decision-making and learning

activities. The present project investigated these two types of parent

participation at the center level.

Four types of centers were selected to reflect the variation in extent

and type of parent involvement which characterizes Head Start programs. Five

centers were selected in each of the four types. Five centers had extensive
A

involvement of large numbers of parents in both decision-making and in

learning activities; five centers had very little involvement of parents in

either decision-making or in learning activities; five centers had extensive

parent involvement in decision - making and little- parent involvement in

learning activities; and five centers had little parent involvement in

decision-making but extensive parent involvement in learning activities. These

four groups of centers provided for comparisons of extent and type of parent

involvement at the center level. The dependent variables of program quality

and institutional change were studied by making comparisons between groups of

Head Start centers which varied according to extent and type of parent

involvement.
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The second level of parent involvement studied was the wide variation in

involvement existing among parents within Head Start centers. Every center

appeared to have at least a few parents who were highly involved in the program

even when the overall involvement of parents was low. Some centers had ex-

tensive involvement of a majority of the parents in both roles. Parents

were selected within each of the four groups of centers according to the

parents' involvement in their own Head Start program. In each of the 20 centers

one.group of parents was selected as being the most involved parents in the

program; another group of parents having little or no involvement in either

role was selected; a third group of parents was selected on the basis of high

involvement in decision-making but low involvement in learning activities; and a

fourth group of parents was selected on the basis of low or no involvement in

decision-making but high involvement in learning activites. A fifth group of

parents was also selected at each center to investigate involvement in Head

Start as paid employees. The same instrument was used to assess the extent

and type of each parent's participation in Head Start.

The results of the selection of parents within each of the 20 centers, grouped

in the four categories of centers, is summarized in Table Dl. The results

indicate that-classifications of parents involvement were reasonably accurate

with respect to the variations of parent participation across centers and

within a single Head Start center.

The same criteria was used to classify parents within each of the four

groups of centers. Even though the number of parents selected at each center

was approximately the same, the number fulfilling the criteria for.high

involvement in both roles was nearly twice as high in the HiHi group of

centers As in the LoLo group of centers. This was anticipated and supported

the observation that there were at least a few highly involved parents in every

Head Start center and many highly involved parents in some centers.
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The parents who were highly involved in both roles were compared with the

parents who had little if any involvement in either role to study effects on

parents and children in relation to extent of parent involvement. The parents

who were highly involved in one role but not in the other provided two groups

which varied in terms of type of involvement. It is important to note that

parents who were selected as having high involvement in one role but not in

the other role had much lower involvement scores than parents who were highly

involved in both roles. The parents who were paid employees represent another

type of involvement in Head Start and were similar in parent involvement to

the group of parents highly involved in both roles. Because ofthis they

represent extent (strength) of involvement much more clearly than type of

involvement.

The details of the procedures used to select centers and parents will be

presented in the paragraphs which follow. Centers were selected primarily to

study effects of parent participation on program quality and institutional

change. Within each center parents were selected on the basis of their

involvement in order to study the effects of extent and type of parent involve-

ment on parents and their children. Limitations and advantages of ex post

facto studies will be discussed as part of the design of the study.

There was no experimental manipulation involved in the study. In one

sense there were two "treatments" which were of interest: (1) extent and

type of parent involvement as reflected in a total Head Start program; and

(2) extent and type of individual parent involvement within a Head Start

program.- It was anticipated that the two "treatments" were related, and the

data indicate that individual parent participation does covary with overall

parent involvement in a program.

Ex Post Facto Research Designs

In the evaluation of programs with social-action orientation, it is
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seldom possible to perform a true experiment. That is, one is simply pro-

hibted from any manipulation of the variables of interest. These variables

of interest, the sorcalled independent variables, can only be assessed in

terms of their most salient descriptive features, and perhapl-Sh terms of

some scale Of level pr suspected potency. Correlated effects may then be

measured. The observed differences among the dependent measures are then

attributed to the differential status of the comparison groups on the

independent variables. As Campbell and Stanley (1963) have noted, there are

some problems in making causal inferences in research that involves the use

of non-manipulable characteristics. There are several problems with such

designs. These involve primarily the fact that the groups formed on the

basis of any particular set of characteristics were self-selected. There was

no random assignment to conditions, but rather the subjects arrived at their

differential status through the operation of any number of both guessed-at and

unimagined factors. Since use must be made of naturally-occurring "treatments"

there is no guarantee that the classification variables are those involved in

the observed differences. The problem is o:,e of assigning cause-effect

relationships.

Noi,etheless, this type of design can still be highly valuable. For

example, absence of significance could enable the investigator to dismiss a

particular factor. Unfortunately, with a significant result, the universe of

potential rival hypotheses may be nearly infinite. In the present investigation,

for example, if there were a relationship between parent involvement and a

variable labeled "responsibility" it is perhaps as likely that a sense of

personal responsibility leads parents to become involved in Head Start

programs as it is that such involvement produces an increased sense of persOnal

responsibility. Further, some other unknown factor could underly both

variables. We must consider the total pattern r,f the data in order to select

4
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the most promising of the alternate hypotheses. Such research is valuable and

often,obtains provocative and meaningful data when other approaches are not

feasible, but a thorough treatment of the basic characteristics of the research

population is essential to the inferential process. Differences among the

comparison groups must be tested, and where such differences in status are

found to exist, the extent to which-those variables might relate to differences

in the criteria must be considered. In this way, competing or alternative

.explanations can be profitably explored.

Such an analysis is intrinsic to adequate ex Rost factc research. In

the present case, this approach has been utilized along with extensive

measurement. The fact that outcomes have been measured in a number of ways

adds inferential strength in that the entire pattern of results can be considered

in terms of its logic. Certain factors should be found together; others should

not. Logical patterns tend to have higher validity than individual findings.

Nevertheless, since all of the variables that may contribute to both independent

variable and dependent variable status cannot be known, significant effects

must be considred as indicative of possibilities rather than as conclusive.

Even this, however, represents a considerable advance over hypotheses based only

upon subjective evaluations. In a practical sense, ex post facto research

often piovides the only data base available on which to make decisions and

develop policies. When used appropriately and with caution, it is far superior

to no data base at all.

While there are problems in the interpretability of results acquired through

ex post facto research, its uses are also readily apparent. Specifically,

there are at least three products of major importance:

1. The results can indicat, because of non-significant differences

or small mean differences, that ix_eviously accepted hypotheses or supposedly
0......11,1MmumaZINIPM61141.

logical relationships are inaccurate and should be dropped or modified.
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2. The new hypotheses that derive from the results form a better bag

fzpoacidtst.sioas1121z22,11.4920nt with no data base.

3. Future research can be planned fpx more effectively -- the detailed

results can indicate which personality factors, selection factors, or

program types are more pertinent; the concurrent validity and reliability of

instruments and measurement procedures can be evaluated and used to improve

measuremem quality; the findings about populations, program types, and

practical field contingencies can lead to better expeiimental design; and.

most important of all, the pattern of results can suggest far more meaningful

and sophisticated hypotheses for future research.

These are the primary benefits that may be derived from the results

of such research. Any research is subject to sources of invalidity; but,

when consider 3 in terms of the objectives of the type of research aimed at

the evaluation and innovation of social-action programs, the current approach

perfoins a set of valuable services. It provides information that can be

used in administrative decision-making and program redesign. It also provides

a sharper focus for any subsequent research.

The Study Population

Selection Procedure for Center Selection and Classification

The maigrgtjective in selecting sites was to obtain Head Start centers

which varied in artici ation with res ect to extent of involvement and

type of involvement. This would make it possible to make comparisons between

groups of centers to examine the relationships between extent and type of

parent involvement and the dependent variables of program quality and institu-

tional change. An outline of the procedures used in selecting 20 centers will

be presented in thiesection.

A 10 percent sample of the 943 grantee agencies listed as of March 1, 1971,

was contacted as the first step in the site selection procedure. The number of
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grantees selected from each HEW-OCD region Out of the 94 agency sample was

determined by the number of children in full-year Head Start programs in each

region, based on OCD statistics as of June 30, 1971. For example, Region VI

contained 13.7 percent of the total number of full-year Head'Start children.

Thus, 13.7 percent of the total 94 grantees, or 13 agencies, were randomly

selected from all of the grantees in Region VI. The same procedure was

followed for each of the 10 regions. No agencies existing outside the

continental 48 states were included. Table D2 contains the distribution of

Head Start children by HEW region'as of June 30, 1971.

The 94 grantee agencies selected for the sample were sent a letter

containing a brief explanation of the study and were asked to participate in

the telephone survey. Each agency was asked to return a postcard indicating

the best time to be contacted by phone. A copy of the questions to be asked

in the telephone survey were mailed along with the first letter to enable the

agency directors, or their representatives, to gather the information needed

for the interview.

The ratings of agency directors obtained in the first, or Set I interview5

were designed to select the forty centers to be surveyed during the second tele-

!

phone survey. After the second telephone survey with the Set II questions,

the information provided bx_the nter director and the chairman of the

center committee was used to assign ratings of parent anticipation in eachTe
center.

The development of the questions and procedures for Telephone Surveys

Sets I and II was a joint effort of Head Start parents, administrative staff,

teachers, research staff and specialists in parent participation. Pretesting

was done at one Head Start center and involved members of the center committee

and policy council for the sponsoring agency.



TABLE D2 .

DISTRIBUTION OF HEAD START CHILDREN

BY HEW REGION AS OF JUNE 30, 1971

Number of Children for which Grants were Funded

Resists

Full Year

Part-Day Total Percentage* 01 #2

1,592 11,515 13,107 5.0 4.7 5

7,149 17,686 24,835 9.4 8.8 9

5,7.9 12,407 18,126 6.8 6.4 6

35,087 46,763 81,850 30.9 29.0 29

6,795 29,180 35,975 13.6 12.8 13

15,838 20,420 36,258 13.7 12.9 13

1,409 13,738 15,147 5.7 5.4 5

196 6,985 7,181 2.7 2.5 3

2,720 20,904 23,624 8.9 8.4 3

1,914 '16,853 8,767 3.3 3.1 3

78,419 186,451 264,870 100.0% 94.0 94

Note.--*Percentage refers to regional percentage of national

total.
#1 Number of grantee agencies by region selected from the

national grantee agencies based on percentage of national total.

#2 Number of grantee agencies to be selected in each region.

yr

16
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The Set I interview guide included questions about both grantee operated

and delegate agency operated Head Start programs funded by the grantee. Each

director was asked to provide the names of delegate agencies which had pro-

grams that were representative of the total Head Start programs funded by the

grantee, along with the names of five centers. It was necessary to select

centers having at least two classrooms in order to have a large enough enroll -

ment to be able to select approximately 24 parents and children who met

certain criteria needed to form comparison groups. p....tluasjtaitof five

classrooms was selected in order to simplify the administrative problems

associated with data collection.

The following information was gathered on each of the representative

centers selected by the director of the grantee agency:

1. Ethnic composition of the centers..

2. Name of the director of each center.

3. Name of the chairman of the center committee.

4. Addresses and phone numbers (if available) of center director and

chairman of the center committee.

5. A designation of grantee or delegate agency operated center.

6. If operated by a delegate agency, the name of the director of the

delegate agency.

7. A designation of each center showing the families being served in

relation to urban, suburban or rural backgrounds.

8. Length of time the Head Start program had been in operation at

each center.

9. A statement regarding research involvement or special projects which'

might affect the center to such an extent that it shoUld not be

included in the study..

10. A rating of parent participation in decision-making.
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11. A rating of parent participation in learning.

A definition and description of opportunities for parent participation

in decision-making and learning activities was included in the letter sent

to each of the 94 agency Directors.

Results of Telephone Survey Interview: Set I

Ninety-one of the 94 directors of grantee agencies were contacted.

Two agencies were no longer operating Head Start programs, and contact was

never successfully made with anyone at one agency, even though the agency was

still operating a Head Start program. Of the 91 agencies contacted, two did

not cooperate and put off project personnel until a deadline was passed.

T....ysxitgranteeiesalltnot have2121suarduthat met the criteria for

inclusion in the study. Sixty-nine grantee agencies had two to five centers

which met the criteria for the study.

A total of 211 Head Start centers, selected as representative centers by

69 grantee agencies, formed the pool from which 40 centers were selected for

intensive study. In selecting these 40 centers, consideration was given to

whether or not the Head Start programs were operated by grantee or delegate

agencies, which geographic region they were in, Ohat their ethnic composition

was, and whether their designation was urban, suburban, or rural.

Results of the Telephone Survey: Set II

Letters were sent to the .chairman of the canter committee and the Directors

of the 40 Head Start centers selected following the first telephone survey.

The letters included a brief description of the purpose of the study, a copy

of the interview schedule which would be used to gather information about

parent participation in their Head Start program, and a request for their

assistance in helping to conduct the study.

The interview guide for Telephone Survey Set II (Appendix B3 contained

34 questions designed to assess the extent and type of parent
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participation in each of the forty centers. A coding scheme was developed to
re,

assign a numerical rating to the information obtained on each of the 34

questions -- an index of the 40 centers surveyed during the second set of

telephone interviews.

One of the forty centers did not meet-the criteria for inclusion in the

study when additional information was obtained about the center. One center

was atypical in that it was operated primarily for families having one or

both parents in college. Another center did not provide enough information

during the interview to classify the center. Thirty-seven of the 40 centers

provided the information needed to assess the extent of parent participation

in decision-making and learning activities.

Results of Telephone Survey Set II are reported in Table D3. The center

ratings of parent participation in decision-making activities ranged from a low

77 to a high of 146. Center ratings of parent participation in learning

activities ranged from a low of 37 to a high of 96. The center ratings of

parent particiption were made by MIDCO's research staff.

Final Selection of Twenty Centers

Based on the information obtained during Telephone Survey II, a total of

20 centers were selected. Table D4 is presented to illustrate and summarize

the ratings used to classify the twenty centers into four groups based on extent

and type of parent involvement reported in the Set II interviews. Five sites

were selected in each of four combinations of high and low parent participation

in decision-making activities. Centers were selected not only on the basis of
'v.--

parent participation scores, but with an attempt to balance on geographic

area, ethnic composition, rural-urban locale, and grantee vs. delegate agency

administration so that these factors would be relatively unconfounded with the

parent participation variables.
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TABLE D4

Numerical Ratings and Distributions of Extent and
Type of Parent Participation of the Twenty

Centers Selected to Form Four Groups of Centers

Center Classification of
Parent Participation in Learning Activities

HIGH LOW

D.M. L. D.M. L.

146 70 126 58

134 96 124 52

123 77 119 56

123 67 117 55

131 77 109 50

7 = 131.4 77.4 7 . 119 54.2

D.M. . L. D.M. L.

97 67 100 49

97 66 91 41

93 82 83 52

88 65 81 46

87 67 77 57

7 = 92.4 69.4 7. 86.4 49

22
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Comparison Groups

The four groups of centers represent four combinations of extent and type

of parent participation in Head Start programs. Differences between groups of

centers were studied in relation to parent participation, viewed as a total

program variable and its effects on program quality and institutional change.

The general pattern of overall parent participation varied greatly among the

four groups of centers. Two of the four groups of centers (HiHi and LoLo) provide,

comparisons based on extent of parent participation. Two of the four groups of

centers (Hilo and LoHi) provide comparisons based on type of parent participation

inasmuch as each group of centers tended to reflect higher parent participation
ti

in one role than in the other role.

Comparisons between groups of parents were made based on the variables as

laid out in Tables D5 and D6. To study the effects of the extent of parent

participation, comparisons were made between two groups of parents, one of

which had high involvement in both roles while the other group had little or

no involvement in both roles. The measurement of long-term effects necessitated

consideration of the current-former status of parents. The effects of extent

of parent participation, along with concern about status (passage of time)

resulted in a 2 x 2 factorial paradigm for data analysis as indicated in

Table D5.

117
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TABLE D5

Extent of Parent Participation

High in Both Roles
(HiHi)

Low in Both Roles
(LoLo)

MN/
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It is important to note that the two groups consisted of parents selected

from all four groups of centers, using the same criteria in all four groups.

The actual criteria used to select parents will be presented later in this

section.

In order to study the effects of type of parent participation,'comparisons

were made between two groups of parents; each group had high participation in

one role but not in the other role. Table Db contains a factoral paradigm in

which type of involvement awl status represent the two factors.

TABLE D6

Type of Parent Involvement

High in Decision-Making Low in Decision-Making
Low in Learning High in Learning

A limited number of subjects were selected to include a third type of

parent involvement: paid employment in Head Start programs. Upon examining

the parent participation scores of the paid employees it was found that employ-

tent was coupled with extensive participation in both decision-making and

learning activities; paid employees were very similar to those parents who were

highly involved in both roles. Therefore, this group of p-rents could not

be used in studying effects due to type of involvement. Paid employees were

used as another comparison group to study extent of parent participation.

They were compared with the HiHi group of parents to assess the effects of paid

employment vs. the absence of paid employment, with other participation held constant.
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Data Collection Teams

Selection

Following the selection of the twenty sites to be studied, it was

necessary to recruit paraprofessionals in those communities to assist in

handling the on-site data collection. Interviews were arranged at each site

through local Head Start staff for three potential "community interviewers"

to meet separately with MIDCO field research personnel. Hiring of community

interviewers was done at this time, and a selection of an alternate at each site

was made in case the first choice was not able to fulfill his agreement.

Each data collection team consisted of two members, a paraprofessional from

the local community and a highly trained perso in education or the behavioral

sciences from outside the community who acted as team leader. Paraprofessional

selection procedures took various factors into account, including the ability to

work with a professional, distance and cost of travel, ethnic considerations

with regard to the local site, knowledge of rural or urban situations (as the

site called for), skills in research or survey, rapport with local community

people and Head Start parents, and knowledge and experience in Head Start.

To assure finding paraprofessionals of highest calibre, a personal interview

was conducted to determine whether applicants met the following minimal criteria:

1.,2be applicant must have respect and rapport with the community, parents,

agency, and staff.

2. The applicant must be able to keep information confidential.

3. The applicant must possess the necessary .'language skills for talking

easily with parents.

4. The applicant must be able to take and follow' instructions.

5. The applicant must be representative of the major ethnic group of the

Head Start center.
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6. The applicant must be willing to work with and coordinate the

ti

interviews of the MIDCO child interviewer.

7. The applicant must be reliable, prompt and responsible.

8. The applicant should'be free to have three days of intensive training

in Denver.

9, The applicant must be free to work during April or May.

10. The applicant must have access to a car.

11. The applicant must have access to a telephone.

12. The applicant should be free to work some evenings.

The other member of each data collection team was the professional who

served as the team leader, tested the children, assessed program quality,

conducted the Center Committee meeting determining institutional change, and

was responsible for the overall data collection for a given site.

SelectiOn of the professional data collector was based on his/her.

expertise in relating to children and communities, availability, skill in

group work and knowledge of data collection procedures.

Training

Pretest experience was invaluable for the purpose of pointing out particular

areas which should be incorporated in training the survey teams. Training was

geared to meet the needs which would allow each data collector to do an

effective job in carrying out assigned tasks. The training was conducted by

MIDCO with assistance from professional training consultants. Both the pro-

fessional and paraprofessional survey team members were brought to Denver for an

intensive three day training session to prepare them for on-site data collection.

The training for the paraprofessionals and professionals included inform-

ation on the project and its overall objectives, the research design and the

task of data collection teams, information about tae Head Start center, role of

the professional team leader and the paraprofessional community interviewer,
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procedures for data collect-ion, procedures'for reporting and returning data,

logistic information, etc. The session included specific training for both

paraprofessione'l and professional team members in interview methods and work

on all instruments to be used in the field utich called for specific skills or

instructions. Considerable time was spent in preparing the data collectors for

possible problems to be encountered in the field. (See Appendix for the train-

ing program schedule.)
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Parent-Child Selection and Classification

In the selection of the subject sample within each center, the primary

purpose of the study did not permit the selection of a random sample of parents

and children. Rather, parents were selected on the basis of the strength of

their involvement in each of the two types of parent participation activities,

learner activities.and,decision-making activities and were studied along with

their Head Start children.

'Decision-making activities as defined for the purpose of this study,

-included service on the policy council, policy committee, and center or

classroom parent committee or sub-committees. Less formally, they included

parent initiated requests for center activities, program changes and program

improvements: (Appendix for Decision-Making Activities: Parent Selection

Guide.)
.

Learner activities as defined for this study, included parent participation

at the center level as observers, volunteers, and/Or paid employees in educational

activities, such as helping to prepare and serve food; in the health component,

.,such as accompanying children to the dentist or doctor's office; in the

administrative component, such as assisting and record keeping; etc. More

informally, but just as important, it included parents as learners who were

involved in basic adult education programs, community improvement activities,

and home visitation contacts with the Head Start staff. (Appendix C3 for

Learning Activities: Parent Selection Guide.)

In each of the twenty cenvzs studied, twenty -four parent-child pairs were

selected. Prorn'the twenty-four parent-child pairs selected, twelve of the

parent-child pairs were "current" parents and "current" Head Start children,

if the child was currently in Head Start and had been enrolled in the program

since September, 1971. Eight of the parent-child pairs were "former" parents

and "former" Head Start children, as defined by the child having been in Head
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Start in the academic year preceding the current one, not yet seven years of

age, and if he was currently in kindergarten or first grade. The remaining

four parent-child pairs were "paid employee" parents and "paid employees"

children, if one of the parents was a paid employee of the center and worked at

least ten hours per week since the beginning of the current academic year,

and so long as that employee's child met the requirements for being either'

a current Head Start child or a former Head Start child, as defined in the

preceding two classifications.

Within each of the two major classifications -- former and current --

parents were further selected on the basis of the degree or strength of

involvement or participation in Head Start. More specifically, the parents

were selected by the local, parent involvement/social services staff member and

the MIDCO staff member during the preliminary site visit.

During the initial visit, the MIDCO staff, first oriented the local parent

involvement/social services staff member with (1) the definition of learner and

decision-making roles and (2) decision-making activities/learning activities

as presented in the parent selection guide. (Appendix C-1, C-2, and C-3) The local

staff member was asked to select parents who would fit into each of the

following four categories:

1. High in decision-making act -* and high in learning activities.

2. High in decision-making activities and low in learning activities.

3. Low in decision-making activities and high in learning activities.

4. Low in decision-making activities and low in learning activities.

During the selection procedure, the MIDCO staff member checked with the

local parent involvement/social services staff member on each parent into the

four above categories. Alternates were selected for each of the categories.°

An attempt was made to obtain four each'in the HiHi and LoLo subject categories,

and two each in the HiLo (i.e., high decision-maker, low learner) and LoHi



(i.e., low decision-maker, high learner) categories, for current parents.

For former parents, two each were obtained in the HiHi and LoLo categories,

and two each in the HiLo and LoHi categories.

In addition, efforts were made to balance or select parents on the basis

of ethnicity. Attempts were made to maintain ethnic proportion within each

of the four cells at each center.

Only one parent was selected for study from each family unit. A

selected parent did not have to be a biological parent. The parent who had

been most involved with the Head Start program was selected for interview

and testing whenever there were two parents in the household.
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Criteria Used to Categorize Parents

All parents, exlcuding paid employees, were combined to form a single

group, and a distribution of parent participation scores was developed for

decision-making scores and for learning scores separately. The distributions

were badly skewed in a positive direction. Therefore, the median scores were

used as a cutting point in selecting groups of parents. Those parents who were

above the median for both roles were put in the HiHi category and were viewed

as having high involvement in both roles (N = 136). Those parents who were

above the median for decision-making and below the median for learning were

put in the HiLo category (N = 51). Parents below the median in decision-making

and above the median in learning were assigned to the LoHi category, (N = 30).

The remaining group of parents were below the median for both decision-making

and learning. This group contained parents who had some participation in one

or both roles but less than parents in the HiHi, FiLo, and LoHi categories.

A decision was made to select from this group parents with almost no participa-

tion. A zero participation score in decision-making and a score of four and

below in learning were the criteria: used to select the parents low in partici-

pation in both roles. It was possitle to obtain a score of four in learning

1

activities y th minimal effort and Participation due to the coding procedure used

to assign participation scores for the learning role. A group of parents were

selected on this basis to form the LoLo category of parent participation (N = 66).

A total of 45 paid employees were above the median score for both roles.

The N of 53 reported in Table D1 contains eight parents who did not meet the

criteria for Hilli participation and were eliminated from the paid employee group

for data analyses.

The maximum possible scores were 41 for decision-making and 41 for learning.

Even though the maximum possible soresores were identical the obtained scores were

much higher for learning than for decision- making. This was due to the coding
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procedures used to assign numbers to parent activities and to the different

kinds of questions used to determine decision-making and learning scores. The

highest scores obtained by any parent were 28 for decision-making and 37 for

learning. It is important to note that both high and low participation scores

were found in each of the four groups of centers.

Differences in the two distributions of scores are reflected in the two

medians: 2.5 for decision-making and 10.5 for learning. These differences are

reflected in the means reported in Table Dl. The mean learning score is

consistently larger than the mean decision-making score. Obtaining a score

above the median in decision-making would require active participation in

more than one of the following: (1) center or class committee, (2) policy

committee, and (3) policy council. To obtain a score above the median in

learning, active participation in several learning activities would be required.

The variation in parent participation within each of the four groups of centers

was apparent in that it was possible to select parents having high participation

scores and parents having low participation scores in each of the centers.

It was difficult to find parents who had a high score in one role and

a low score in the other role. This has been reflected in comparatively small

numbers of parents in the HiLo and LoHi parent participation categories.

The high-low parent participation differences within the HiLo and LoHi groups

of parents was much less than the differences between the HiHi and LoLo groups

of parents. The lack of large differences between participation scores for the

two roles within the HiLo and LoHi group may account for the small number of

differences found between these two groups of parents.,

Primary Variables and Instrumentation

The major objective for the study was to examine the effects of parent

participation in decision-making and learning on: (1) parents, (2) their
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children, (3) 'program quality, and (4) institutional change. This section

is designed to present brief descriptions of the independent and dependent

variables, the constructs being studied, selection of instruments, and informa-

tion about each instrument. Results of pretesting and prior experience in

use of the instruments is included.

Independent Variables

The two types of parent involvement constituted the major independent

variables: (1) participation in decision-making activities, and (2) partici-

pation in learning activities. For thepurpOse of this project, decision-

making activities included service on the policy council, policy committee,

and center or classroom parent committees. They included parent initiated

requests for center activities, program changes and program improvements.

Learner activities included parent participation at the center level as

volunteers, observers, and in educational activities such as helping to

prepare and serve food; in the health component, such as accOmpanyinq children

to the dentist or doctor's office; in the administrative component, such as

assisting with record keeping; etc. More formal learning activities included

participation in Head Start sponsored adult education programs, community

improvement activities, workshops, and special activities developed for

parents to acquire information and a better understanding of consumer buying,

nutrition, and health care and needs of young children.

A questionnaire was designed to assess the extent of each parent's

participation in both roles. (Appendix El} Twelve items in the questionnaire

were used to assess participation in decision-making activities and eleven items

were used to assess participation in learning activities. The actual parent

participation scores which were obtained ranged from 0 to 28 for decision-making

and from 0 to 37 for learning.
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When the questionnaire was pretested, every parent was properly classified

as HiHi or LoLo according to the designations provided by the parent involve-

ment coordinator and chairman of the center committee. Classification of

parents who were actively involved in one role but not the other was also

consistent with the designations of the parent involvement coordinator and

chairman of the Center Committee with respect to the relative degree of involve-

ment in the two roles.

Paid employment constituted an independent variable in which parent

involvement constituted employment in some aspect of the Head Start program.

To be included in the sample of paid employees the parents had to be employed

by the center since the beginning of the 1971-1972 academic year and average ten

hours or more per week. Employment constituted a third type of parent involve-

ment in addition to decision-making and learning roles.
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pendent Variables

Tlysoantarwaripmaent variable areas in tizzrzztmggatzzeLLEttaast

parents, their Head Start children, program quality and institutionalChan- ye,...

Parents were tested by using self-report questionnaires covering the areas of

general satisfaction and quality of life, alienation and locus of control,

attitudes toward education and self-concept. Children were given tests that

evaluated several aspects of social, emotional and school adjustment. The'

assessment of program quality involved separate evaluations of 15 different

aspects of the program through surveys of center staff, as well as by surveys

of parents and by direct observation. Institutional changes were first

identified by a structured group meeting with the center director and parents

who had experience on the Center Committee, Policy Committee, or Policy

Council. Following that group meeting, community representatives were in-

terviewed as to whether or not the change had occurred and to assess their

perceptions of how parents were involved at the different stages of change.

The sections which follow include information about the selection and

construction of the instruments used to collect information in each of the

four areas of measurement.

Measures to Assess Effects on Parents

The evaluation of the impact of parent involvement is concerned with the

degree to which the type and amount of involvement covary with a set of

prO -gelected measures of the parents in the following areas:

1. General satisfaction with life.

2. peelings of social isolation and locus of control.

3. Attitudes toward education.

4. Relationship to the community.

5. Self- concept.
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An extended questionnaire (Appendix El) was developed for parents which

took from 45 minutes to an hour to complete. The first page was filled out

by the interviewer from Head Start records and included basic demographic and

background characteristics about the family. Where records were incomplete,

the interviewer obtained the data directly from the parent. Questions related

to parent participation in learner and decision-making roles, community

involvement, and program quality are presented in detail in other sections of

this report. The remaining tests and ratings relate to the parents' attitudes,

their general satisfaction with life, alienation and locus of control, attitudes

toward education and their self-concepts.

General Satisfaction with Life

Several different approaches were taken to measure general satisfaction.

by

The first questions were asked directly by the interviewer. Question one was:

"Taking all things together, how would you say things are these days -- would

you say you are yelyhappy, pretty happy, or not too happy these days?"

The item was designed to elicit a global feeling of . atisfaction or

happiness. This type of item is most commonly used by sociologists to assess

dissatisfaction in various parts of a population, or by social psychologists

as a measure of alienation in particular groups. The item was used by Gurin,

et al. (1960), with a sample of over 2,000, and later by Bradburn and

Coplovitz (1965) with another 2,000 subjects.

Another very similar questions has also been used in national surveys

(Converse and Robinson, 1965; Survey Research Center, 1968): "In general,

how satisfying do you find the way you're spending your life these days?

Would you call it completely satisfying, pretty satisfying, or not very,

satisfying?"

The questions are reviewed in Measures of Social Psychological Attitudes
Af

by Robinson and Shaver (1969). Thellifoint out that questions of this type are
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widrly useful to social scientists with a variety of goals. In small samples,

reliabilities (Kendall's tau) of .42 to .59 were found across four to eight

month gaps. Although these reliabilities are somewhat low, less than two

percent of respondents select the opposite extreme. The distribution of

replies was noted to be remarkably consistent, even through crises such as the

Cuban missile crisis.

There were no significant differences across sex, married people were more

satisfied than single, and younger people,N' tended toward greater satisfaction.

As might be expected, higher social status is related to higher satisfaction.

In general, scores go up with income and education. Of greater importance

to the present study, persons with high self-esteem tend to have higher scores,

as do those with less alienation. Individuals who are actively involved in

their leisure time or in the community also tend to show greater general

satisfaction. Although the measures are relatively crude, they have been

related to a wide variety of variables that are important in considering parent

involvement in Head Start, and data are available on large samples.

A similar measure is a ladder scale developed by Cantril (1965), and also

reviewed by Robinson and Shaver (1969). This scale was adopted somewhat for

the study, asking the Head Start parents to indicate where they were on the

scale at present, where they were a couple of years ago (presumably ',efore

recent Head Start influences), and where they expect to be in the future (a

measure of expectancy for the future or of "hope").

The ladder scale was intended to.provide a measure of extent of change

and of expected change. However, after examining tentative results from the

pilot study and discussing it with review panelists, the panel decided that

the ladder raw score for satisfaction and the difference intervals. were

susceptible to a wide variety of scaling influences, and that they led to serious

analytic problems. Instead, a simple change score was adapted for use
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with this scale, coding a change for the better over time as a 3.00, and a

change for the worse as 1.00; no change was coded as 2.00.

A four-point semantic differential -type rating scale was developed to

assess change during the past two years. Pairs of adjectives or phrases were

placed at opposing ends, and the same adjectives were rated for "Now" and for

"Then" defined as "a couple of years ago". The Now and Then ratings were

made next to each other to encourage the parents to show change.

Although a rating by an individual of his feelings as they existed

in the past does not indicate where he actual--; was and is not as good as

an actual pretest would be, when combined with a present rating, it does

provide some indication of how the parents feel things have changed for them.

It is the only course open to obtaining an estimate of direct change in an

ex post facto_study such as this.

Two sets of scales were used related to general satisfaction. One dealt

with affective feelings (i.e., happy family-- sad family), the other evaluated

success and skill (i.e., skilled-- not skilled.) In the pilot data, these

measures all showed positive correlations with each other, indicating that

they were measuring some general characteristic or characteristics. Most of

the correlations across different methods were positive but not high, also

suggesting the different approaches uses to measure, or the characteristics

measured, were not identical across all scales.

A further test was made to determine whether the measures had any

sensitivity to changing conditions If they weretoo stable, they would not

be good measures to assess changing conditions. A small group of disadvantaged

had been followed up for the past three years on a project conducted by the

Colorado State University Experimental Manpower Laboratory in Denver. A pilot

study on twelve employed and 12 unemplcyed persons from this group showed that,

on all but one item of the Then and Now Scale, the presently employed group rated
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themselves and their current condition higher on Now than on Then. The unemployed

group tended to rate themselves as worse off now than they were a couple of

years ago, even though they were unemployed then as well. Thus, the one small

study on this new measure suggests more than face validity.

Alienation and Locus of Control

Two measures of social alienation have been included in the study. One

was developed by Jessor (1968). The other

by McClosky and Schaar (Reviewed in Robinson & Shaver, 1969). The McClosky

and Shear scale has been used extensively in large samples and has been found

to be related to more different correlates than, any of the other alienation

scales. Robinson and Shaver (1969) indicate that the scale has been found to

"relate to life satisfaction, ... aspects of self-esteem, ...extreme political

beliefs, ... aspects of authoritarianism, ... trust in people, ... and some

methodological scales ...r Although all of the alienation scales seem to

suffer from lack of validation data, this scale has more available information

than any of the others, and in relations to them, appears to be about the best

available.

One of its major limitations is that it consists of entirely negative

items. The alternatives also allow only an "agree" or "disagree" response.

The scale also is very general, and seems to tap only a dimension of intense

personal insecurity. For the pilot study, Jessor's scale was added. This

scale has both positive and negative items in a counter-balanced format. It

allows four alternative responses. It also has items that were written speci-

fically for use with disadvantaged populations that are aimed at alienated

attitudes toward social and work situations.

It was planned that a choice between these scales, after the pretest data

were analyzed, would be made. Those data showed good interitem correlations

between the items on each scale and the total score on that scale. The items on
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a particular scale did not relate to the total score on the other scale, and the

correlation between total scores, while positive, was small. The conclusion was

that either the two alienation scales measure different forms of alienation or

that the differences in method of measurement are great enough to negate cross

scale relationships. There was no basis for selecting one scale over the other.

While the McClosky and Shaar scale has considerable published literature, the

Jessor scale has been used with iur larger numbers of disadvantaged subjects.

Both were equally internally consistent. Examining all the data and the

differences in items suggested that they may measure different aspects of

alienation. go eral on one hand, and work or social alienation on the other.

The differeace could also be due to the way questions are asked on the two

scales. The best choice appeared to be to retain both of the scales.

The concept of internal vs. external locus of control emerged from Rotter's

(1966) social learning theory. The individual with external control feels

that he has little control over his life and destiny. He feels that the

things that happen to him (and to others like him) are due to fate, or chance,

or to some force outside of his control. The greater the sense of internal

control, the more the individual feels he might be in control of his own well

being, that of his family, and of the institutions that surround him.

Rotter's scale consists of 29 pairs of statements and requires a choice

between them. Not only was the scale too long for use in the present study, but

many of the items prove quite difficult to read or interpret. Two shorter

scales were adapted by Jessor and have been further revised by the Colorado

State University Experimental Manpower Laboratory speCifically for use with the

disadvantaged. These measures and the second alienation scale are part of the

Social Access Questionnaire which has been administered to over 2,000 disadvAtaged

subjects. The first consists of only seven pairs of statements. They are

short and quite clear. They also focus on work and social a.;pects of locus of
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control rather than more general attitudes. The second uses a different item

format, providing both internal and external statements with five alternatives

for each statement from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree: The items on

this scale are more general than those on the first scale.

Again, a choice was to be made after pilot data were analyzed. As with

the alienation scale, the items on each of the I-E scales correlated well with

total score on that scale and not with total score on the other, and the total

scones showed only a low relationship. Once again, either the methods of

measurement are so different that they lead to different scores, or the scales

are assessing different aspects of internal vs. external locus of control.

Since there was no basis for a choice, and both scales appeared equally reliable,

both scales were retained.

Attitudes Toward Education

Attitudes toward education was added as a variable based on review panelist

recommendations. No adequate scale wa..; available, so a scale was constructed to

assess two areas: Value of education, and ability to influence education. The

items were built to have high face validity for the parents, and were tested

with a few parents to determine whether they were meaningful and could be read

and interpreted easily. Six items related to general value and four to the

parents' ability to influence the schools.

Three items were also included in the Then and Now Scale related to the

parents' role. They consisted of "good parents---bad parents", "can help my

children--cannot help my children", and "understand children--do not understand

children". It was felt that the parents' involvement in Head Start could make

them feel more capable of interacting with their children in positive ways.

Self-Concept

The Miskimins Self-Goal-Other Discrepancy Scale (Miskimins, 1972) was

selected to evaluate parents' self - concept. The scale is a brief, highly
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iiiiible measure -that- has been -used extensively with disadvantaged populations.

In this test, the person rates himself on a series of scales as he sees himself,

as he believes others sea him, and as he would like to be. It is then possible

to derive six discrepancy scores which indicate the person's level of

adjustment. Although the results wire not completed at;time of selection of

the instrument, a study was underway to evaluate self-concept to the disadvan-

zaged. It was hoped that it would provide basic comparison data on self-concept

for this study. The study has now been completed and is in process of

publication. One major conclusion was that, while a large number of dis-

advantaged eo not show self-concept discrepancies because of disadvantagement,

others do have problems. The reaction differs for males and females. Males

tend to become hard, interpersonally distant and aloof. Females tend to show

depression and withdrawal. Since there is a difference between male and

female response to being disadvantaged, the sex groups were to be analyzed

separately. However, in the present study the sample of males was too small

for adequate analysis, so only female profiles were studied.

Community Involvement

Community involvement of parents was assessed in two different areas.

One involved the actual activites of the parent in the community, the other

their feelings about their community role.

Activities were evaluated as part of the parent survey. The questions

were adapted from the.questions used by Educational Testing Service in the

Head Start Longitudinal Study. The questions covered clubs and social

groups, church groups, neighborhood action, children's education, political

action, and job or study groups. Each question asked first for involvement,

then how often meetings were attended, and the membership status within the

group. The score waa the total for level of attendance and membership type.

The education question was scored to not consider Head Start involvement,



since, although. that is a part of community involvement, it is also an

independent variable in this study and would have confiiided results.

Therefore, the score for parent activities in the community excludes Head

Start activities.

Each question was also repeated to obtain a measure of how involved

the parents were a few years ago in the same activities.
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There are no real reliability or validity data available on these items.

They were-chosen because they seemed to function adequately in the ETS Study,

and were then modified to be clearer and to get a better estimate of total

actual involvement. Interitem reliability is meaningless on this scale,

since it would only relate to general as opposed to specific involvement.

There was no time for a test - retest reliability check. During the pretest,

the subjects respondO\well to the questions, and there were no problems in

administration or scoring. The questions have high concreteness and high face

validity.

Feelings about community involvement were tapped by three items framed

in semantic differential format. The items offered four alternative positions

between the following adjective pairs: participate in community -- don't

participate in community; have influence in the communitydon't have influence

in the community; and accepted by community-- rejected by the community. Each

rating was repeated for NOW and for THEN, defined as a couple of years ago.

The items for evaluating feeling of involvement were part of those tested

with the samples of disadvantaged who had failed or succeeded in holding jobs.

The mean scores showed a decrease for each item in the failed group and an

increase in the success group.

Three scores are obtained, one for Now, one for Then, and a change

score recommended by review panelists, indicating whether change is positive,
4 r

neutral or negative.
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Measures to Assess Effects on Children

Instrument selection for the child measurement battery involved a number

of scientific and practical considerations. The instruments first of all had

to relate to the project objectives of assessing the effects on the children

of varying types and strengths of parent involvement in decision-making and

learner roles. As indicated by the Office of Child Development guidelines,

these effects were to be measured in two basic areas: (1) academic achieve-

ment, and (2) personal-social adjustment. Since much previous research on

Head Start children has been in the intellective and academic areas, a deliberate

attempt was made to include more measures of personal-social adjustment status

in the present battery.

In addition to the basic requirement of clear and direct relevance to

the objectives of the study, the instruments were selected with two basic

considerations in mind. These were that, where possible, the instruments

possess: (1) basi_ psychometric properties, and (2) task-relevant

administration characteristics.

The psychometric properties that were used as selection criteria were

those common to any good psychological measure. Basically, this involved

questions of reliability and validity, but also included sensitivity to

real differences in the children relative to cultural fairr ss where

appropriate. Selection on this basis limited the range Of usable tests and

excluded many of the more popular measures. Many commonly used measures have

proven only minimally sensitive to change as a result of differing preschool

experiences and are biased in favor of the middle class child with English

language ability.

Selection criteria related to administration characteristics were

determined primarily by project characteristics. Since time limits for

completion were placed on the project and the advantages of laboratory conditions
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would not be present, the administration characteristics sought in the

instruments were: (1) brevity, (2) appropriateness for administration

by paraprofessionals, and (3) feasibility of administration under field

conditions. These conditions were met in all the instruments selected

for direct administration to the children.

Other indirect measures on the children, such as those in which the

child's teacher or parents rate certain aspects of his behavior were also

included in the battery. There are many problems with this sort of measure.

The rating of the child is contcunded with rater characteristics, actual

child characteristics are. confounded with the rater's attitude toward the

child, there is a strong likeliness of "halo effects" in the ratings of

children of this age, and problems develop in obtaining cooperation from

the rater. Despite these problems, it was decided that these sources of data

were needed to present a rounded picture of the relationship of parent

involvement to outcomes with the children. Even if all that was being

measured were attitudinal changes toward the child rather than real changes

in the child, this could be a significant outcome in itself.

Although not directly related to psychometric or administration character-

istics, other considerations also guided instrument selection. One'of these

was that each instrument be appropriate to the age range of all the children

who would be tested. Since one objective was to compare current and former

Head Start children, scores on the same instruments for both groups would make

the task of interpreting any differences found much simpler. Another"

consideration was that where possible an instrument would be chosen that had

been or was currently being used in evaluating other Head Start populations.

This meant that there would be a pool of normative and comparative data

available with which to interpret results from the present project.
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Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

This well-known child measure was added to the child test battery subse-

quent to a review panel'in which it was agreed that some type of verbal measure

was needed to adequately assess possible differen4in the children due to

variations in parental involvement. Although considered an estimate of verbal

intelligence based on hearing vocabulary, in the present project it was intended

as a measure of the child's verbal capacity. It was also selected for use .n

interpreting other test outcomes that might relate to intellectual differences,

and as an additional measure for those older children who might achieve a

perfect score on the Preschool Inventory.

On this test the subject's task is to correctly identify from an array

of four pictures the one that corresponds to a word that the examiner has

spoken. As the child encounters more difficult items he is asked to choose the

one that he thinks is right if he becomes hesitant, but random guessing is not

allowed. The test is discontinued when a basal (8 consecutive correct answers)

and a ceiling (6 errors in 8 consecutive presentations) are established. Ths

child's raw score is the number of correct responses minus errors which can be

converted into IQ, Percentile Score, and Mental Age.

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test has a number of administration character-

istics that were advantageous for the present project. It is relatively brief

(10.15 minutes), has sufficient intrinsic interest to act as a rapport builder,

and does not require extensive experience to administer. It's psychometric

properties include relatively high reliability (.60 to .80) in the age range

with which it would be used and acceptable concurrent and predictive validity

coefficients. This test was probably the most thoroughly standard-

ized, reliable and valid of the instruments chosen for the child measurement

package.
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The Cooperative Preschool Inventory (1970 Revision)

The primary instrument chosen for assessment of academic achievement was

the Revised Preschool Inventory (1970). This test was specifically designed

for use with Head Start children with the primary t;11Pose being to provide an

.indication of how much a disadvantaged child had achieved in an area regarded

as basic for school success starting at the Kindergarten level. It can be used

with children at the pre-reading and writing level and has been successfully

administered to several thousand children in the three to six year age range.

It is definitely not culture fair, one of its purposes being to highlight the

degree of disadvantagement which a child from a deprived background brings to

the school experience.

The score obtained-on the Preschool Inventory is the number of correct

responses out of a total of 64 items with correct response determined by

criteria contained in'the test manual. Although item content may be divided

into areas such as associative vocabulary, personal-social responsiveness, number

concepts, sensory attributes, and visual-motor ability, factor analytic evi-

dence is lacking to treat these content areas as distinct subscales.

One of the Preschool Inventory's strengths is its sensitivity to change

with scores varying in expected directions due to certain preschool experienced.

One of its weaknesses is that it's difficulty decreases.with increasing age and

discrimination is consequently reduced with older childrenjabove age 6).

This.feature of the test also apparently shows 'regional variation with more or-

less ceiling effects in the six year age range ia different parts of the country.

However, ceiling effects are not so extensive that the test cannot be used with
.... .

large groups of older children with regional differences in ceiling effect kept

in mind. As a safeguard against the risk that too many children in the former

group achieve perfect scores and thus confuse the meaning of group differences,

the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test was included as a measure of verbal ability.
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Draw-A-Line Test

This test was selected from among those instruments which purport to

measure impulie control in young children. Operationally; the behavior

measured is the ability to inhibit motor response when the task calls for it.

Its function in the present battery of tests was to provide some indication

of possible differences in cognitive style among the sub-groups of children.

The test involves extablishing a baseline for the time taken to draw a

line of 8 inches in length (Training Phase) and then imposing task constraints

on the, child in the form of instructions to take longer to complete the task

on each of two successive trials (Trials Phase). The child's score is the

time taken to complete the line under each of the three conditions calculated

to the nearest 1/10th of a second. The longer the time taken beyond the base-

line on each of the inhibition trials the greater the presumed impulse control.

Previous research (Maccovy, Dowley, Hagen, and Deverman, 1965) found that

the task was positively correlated with IQ in middle class nursery school

children, and a similar correlation was found in a sample of disadvantaged

preschool children (Massari, Hayweiser, and Meyer, 1969). However, the corre-

lations reported are in the moderate range (.30 to .50) which indicates that

intellectual ability accounts for a relatively small part of the variation in

task performance. An alternative explanation suggests that other dimensions,

such as reflective-impulsive cognitive style, might account for some of the

variation in performance on this measure (Kagan & Kagan, 1970).

The Draw-A-Line test is currently being used as a group of Motor Inhibition

Tests in the Educational Testing Service Head Start Longitudinal Study which

makes additional data available for interpretive purposes. (Appendix F2'

for a copy of the instrument and complete instructions.)
0



The Self-Social Constructs Test (SSCT)

As its name implies, this is a test of self-concept and social concept.

It is a non-verbal measure which emphasizes relations between the ',self,' and
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"others' in a variety of social configurations, is designed to measure self-

esteem, social interest, identification with significant others, preference

for significant others, minority identification and realism to size. Test

items consist of symbolic arrays of circles and other figures. Certain aspects

of the child's conception of himself and his relations to others are inferred

from the analysis of arrangements.. The assumption made is that the relations

seen in the symbolic .arrangements represent relations in the child's life

space, and that these arrangements are readily interpretable, containing easily

translated, common meanings.

One of the factors 'that influenced the choice of the Self-Social Constructs

Test was the extensive amount of psychometric data available on it. It is

easily-among the more extensively researched preschool self-concept measures

if not the most resemched of its kind. It is reasonably reliable (split.--

half reliability corrected for length on 8 measures ranged from .48 to .85

with a median of .74) and there is considerable evidence . of concurrent

validity.

An additional advantage of the SSCT was that it had been us. 1 previously

with Head Start children. Some of the evidence from that research indicated

that it showed promise of being sensitive to certain aspects of varied home

backgrounds that one would expect to be reflected in test results. This would

be a particular advantage because of the way in which the independent variables

of the study were being sampled. Personal communication with the test originators

also indicated that it was relatively brief, in the preschool version and easily

administered to young children by testers without extensive testing experience.
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The Brown IDS Self-Concev: Referents Test

The Brown IDS Self-Concept Referents Test is a measure of self-concept

for children in which the_self Jo taken as an evaluative reference point and

significant others are taken as external evaluative referents for the self.

It is based on the theory that the self-concept develops from the individual's

perception of what significant others think of him. The Brown IDS is among

the few if not the only self-concept tests for young children that attempts to

measure both the subject's self-perception and his perception of how others

see him. There is some question that the child of preschool age is capable of

assuming the frame of reference of another person relative to himself, but

others report confidence in the child's ability to make this distinction.

The original version of the Brown IDS consisted of fourteen bipolar

adjectives/ but subsequent research experience has increased the number to

sixteen. The child's task is to evaluate himself by endorsing one or the

other'of each pair of the sixteen bipolar adjectives which are asked with him-

self as the referent (e.g. Is happy or sad?), and is also asked to

report what he thinks certain significant others (Mother, Teacher, Classmates)

think of him (e.g. Does Is teacher think that is happy or

sad?).

Brown (1966) reports test-retest reliability of .71 and .76 for small

samples of preschool black and white children respectively. Significant group

differences are also reported between lower SES black children in a,day care

center and upper-middle class SES ',kite Jewish children in a nursery school.

The Jewish children indicated significantly more positive scores on the Self-

referent, Teacher - referent, and the Total Self -As- Object, scores.

The Brown IDS has been used previously with preschool children in the

1967-68 Head Start evaluation, and is currently bAng employed as one of the

personal-social measures in the Educational Testing Service Head Start Longi-

tudinal Study. This makes data from other sources available for comparatve and

interpretive purposes.



The Classroom Behavior Inventory (CBI)

The Classroom Behavior Inventory (CBI) was among those rating instruments

chosen to assess certain aspects of the childts behavior as perceived by sig-

nificant others. It provided another measure of an aspect of general

adjust.l.nt in the child---social, emotional, and task-oriented behavior in

the classroom. The CBI consists'of descriptive statements that refer to

specific, concerted, and observable classroom behaviors that are rated by the

childls teacher. A critical assumption is that the teacher has sufficient ob-

servational data on the chileto be able to make valid ratings of his behavior.

The original version of the CBI contained 18 items divided into 6 groups

of 3 items common to the same dimension. These dimensions were factor analytic-

ally derived and represented the universe of social, emotionalfand task-oriented

bahavior in the classroom. The three original bipolar dimensions included

Introversion-Extroversion, Hostility-Considerateness, and Distractibility-Task-

Orientedness. Subsequent work with the CBI produced three unipolar dimensions

of five items each with two positive scales (Extroveraion, Task-Orientedness)

and one .negative scale (Hostility). The items are rated on a seven-interval

continuum or presence-absence from'Always"toNever? Several reliability

studies based on the items that eventually came to comprise the 15-item version

of the CBI indicate that internal consistency, rate-rerate over a four month

period, and inter-rater reliability are all within acceptable range.

Individual items may be analyzed for purposes of comparing ratings of

different sub-groups. However, combining items into factor analytically_ derived

scales yields a more reliable and potentially more valid rating of the child1s

bahavior. In the present study the comparisons made will be based on sub-scale

scores. Since the 15 item version of the CBI is currently being used as part

of the evaluation of Planned Variation in Head Start, data based on other Head

Start samples is available to use in interpreting the outcomes of the present
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study.
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The Home Behavior Inventory (Preschool Form)

This measure was among those rating instruments chosen to assess certain

aspects of the child's behavior as perveived by his parents. It was developed

and refined as a means of tapping parental perceptions of the child's social,

emotional, and general adjustmerit status within the home context. It was

developed by Schaeffer ( 1966) and contains the same dimensionl as the earlier

versions of the Classroom Behavior Inventory.

The original version of the Home Behavior Inventory contained 30 items

divided into six groups of five items each based on tile factor structure of

the instrument. The factor analytically derived dimensions include three

positive scales (Extroversion, Task-Orientedness, Considerateness) and three

negative sclaes (Introversion, Hostility, Distractibility)..

This inventory was administered as part of the parent instrument package

and the number of items was consequently reduced to three items in each of

the six dimensions. This reduced the amount of time taken to complete it

yet did not weaken the value of the instrument.

As with the Classroom Behavior Inventory, individival items may be

analyzed for purposes of comparison of different parent involvement groups.

However, for the present study the scales listed above will be compared for

outcome ratings on the children from the different groups. The interpretation

of mean differences on the subscales depends upon the direction of the scale

(positive-negative) and the mean item alternative rating. (Appendix F-5

for a copy of the Home Behavior InVEntory.)
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Child Then and Now Scale

This scale was developed specifically for use in the present project in an

attempt to assess changes in the child from the parent's perspective. Without

pre-post testing it was about the only means available of tapping changes in

the child. It also allowed for an indirect measure of the parent's attitude

toward the child. But even if all that was being measured were parent's

attitudes toward the child, this could relate to differing parent involvement roles.

The response format of the instrument involves asking the parent to respond

to bipolar adjectives (e.g.,happy-sad, proud-not proud, etc.) in terms of what

the child was like a couple of years ago (Then) and what he is like currently

(Now). This obviously involved different time perspectives for the current and

former parents. On the Then portion of the scale, current parents would be rating

the child before the Head Start experience and former parents would be rating

the child at just about the time he was in Head Start. On the Now portion of the

scale current parents would be rating the child at the time of the Head Start

experience and former parents would be rating the,child after the Head Start

experience. The difference in time perspective obviously has to be taken into

account in any differences that occur.

The items included on the Then and Now Scle were divided into three

general catego'zies (Social, Learning and Activity, and Affective) based on a

logical analysis of the content. The scores obtained can be analyzed on the

basis of comparisons between various sub-groups on Then status, Now status, or

the degree of relative change from Then to Now. On the Then to Now portion of

the scale scores of 0 to 1.00 indicated a decrease, scores of 1.00 to 2.00

indicated no change, and scores of 2.00 to 3.00 indicated an increase in rating;,

Although no psychometric data are available on the reliability or validity of

this instrument, it holds promise of,,providing a means of assessing relative

changes when pre-post testing is not possible.
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Measures to Assess Effects on Program Quality

Program quality has been evaluated by Head Start monitors and by program

administrators using guidelines developed .!'or program planning and evaluation.

The data on program quality that have been obtained I.. the past have been

based on evaluation by teams, often consisting of several members who spend

considerable time at an individual center. This is obviously a costly process

and further, has not led to a reliable procedure for estimating program quality.

The use of quality evaluations has, instead, been to provide feedback to the-

centers themselves to suggest changes.

The first task on this project was to develop a reliable and economical

system for assessing program quality that would be relatively standardized fox

all of the centers to be evaluated. The only approac .hat seemed feasible

was to develop ;elf- report questionnaires for center staff. Although such

self-reports may be distorted, it was felt that reliable data could be obtained

by using the following controls: (1) Relevant questions were asked separately

of center directors, center committee chairmen, teachers and teacher aides to

allow comparison of results; (2) Questions were constructed, wherever possible,

to ask for direct information or very concrete judgements; (3Y The individuals

surveyed were carefully informed that the evaluation of their individual center

would not be reported to Head Start administrators and that their individual

responses would be kept confidential; and (4) Questions were all related to

specific areas of the program, instead of broad general questions that would

be more susceptible: to halo effects.

Later, an evaluation of parents' feelings about the program and its staff

Rnd some direct observations of the center and classroom interactions were

added.

The first step was to determine the areas of program quality that would be

evaluated. Using Head Start guidelines and guidelines for program monitors for
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both regular programs and planned variation centers, the following areas were

selected: Recruiting, psychological services, social services, health services,

nutrition programs, volunteer services, career development, and administration.

To this was added a section on curriculum and a check on the existence of a

Follow-Through program.

Discussions were then held with Head Start monitors and administrators

--to obtain information about their conceptic-s of program quality. Using this

information, the guidelines, and adding some additional ideas, a pool of over

300 items or questions was generated. Many of the items had several different

forms, depending on who was to be questioned. Each item was specifically

related to one-of the areas of program quality.

Evaluation of Dr9 ram quality by Head Start monitors included questions on

pa....=2.1rti_ctealulgf the areas. Any questions that related to

parent participation were removed, because, while it is an aspect of quality,

it is the independent variable in this study. Quality, therefore, must be

defined in this stud as ade acy of the ro ram area exclusive of parent

Research staff then reviewed the items to eliminate those where it was

obviou chat there would be little or no variability, or where accurate infor-

mation was doubtful. This yielded 211 items inchldfmg items to assess parent

attitudes. A sample of persons expert in various aspects of Head Start were

asked, individually, to rate each of the items as to its importance as an

indicator of program quality in its particular area. The sample included three

Head Start directors, three selected teachers, four Head Start monitors, and

four Head Start parents. Mean ratings were calculated for each group. These

were examined and judgements were made for each item, eliminating items with low

importance ratings generally and discussing items that had low ratings by only

one or two groups. Minority involvement items created a problem since they were
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not applicable to all centers. They were finally modified to a more general form

or eliminated, so that socres across centers could be comparable.

Final forms for each of the groups to be examined were developed and

were administered to the appropriate members of the pilot sample. Items that

showed no variability in this sample were eliminated, or the alternatives

were modified to encouroge greater variablity. One example proved to be the

curriculum items. They all, of necessity, required judgements, and it was found

that program staff tended to indicate their program was "very effective" in all

areas. 4 "really excellent" category was added to try to get greater variability.

The final scales for each area of program quality and for each informant appear

in Appendix G.

Direct data on program quality from independent observers was added after

one of the final review sessions. The procedure, therefore, could not be tested

in the pilot sample. Observers, with the limited time they had available, could

not effectively make observations in each of the areas of program quality. They

did evaluate the classroom facilities and the nutrition program by observation.

A set of items was adapted from the previously prepared items for each of these

areas for raters to use. In addition, a set of items was constructed for raters

to evaluate teacher-child interactions, teacher aides, and childrens' behavior.

Measures to Assess Effects on Institutional Change

For purposes of this study, an institutional change was defined in two

ways:

1. As a major change, within a community or city, which:

a. Greatly increased the availability o: services to low income

families,

b. Significantly improved the quality of services provided for

low income families, and

c. Lead to a major change in policy which resulted in increased
opportunities and benefits fo:- low income families in that

community of city.
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2. As any major change which had a significant impact for low income
families as a result of extensive political activity affecting election

of officials, legislation, lobbying, and funding for services and
programs designed for the benefit of low income families such that
the effects may have extended beyond a single community, county or state.

During the pretesting phase of the project it became apparent that parents'

perception of significant changes in their community included minor changes

resulting in improved services for low income families, improved Head Start

programs and institutional changes as defined in the preceding paragraphs. A

decision was made to ask parepts to identify institutional changes and to accept

their perceptions of significant changes even though many of the reported

changes would nc meet the criteria of institutional change. Institutional

changes have been documented in the excellent report by Kirschner Associates, Inc.

The objective for this portion of the study was to examine the effects of parent

participation on institutional changes.

It was necessary to define four categories of change for this study.

The first category included no significant changes as a result of parent

involvement. The second category included significant non-institutional changes

which resulted in some benefit to low income families. The third and fourth

categories were institutional changes as presented in preceding paragraphs:

Major changes within a community or city which increased the availability and/or

quality of services to low income families, and major changes stemming from

political activity and resulting in changes which extended beyond a single

community, couhty or state.

Examples of an important noninstitutional change and both types of

institutional changes will be presented in the discussion of the findings to be

presented on parent involvement and institutional change. The types of changes,

both significant and institutional, were of interest in relation to degree and

type of parent involvement. A general description of the types of changes was

selected from the Kirschner Report: A National Survey of the Impacts of Head
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Start Centers on Community Institutions. Institutional changes were to include

the following general types of changes:

1. Increased involvement of the poor witn institutions, particularly
at decision-making levels and in decision-making capacities.

2. Increased institutional employment of local persons in para-professional
occupations.

3. Greater educational emphasis on the particular needs of the poor and
of minorities.

4. Modification of health institutions and practices to serve the poor
better and more sensitively.

The major objective of this aspect of the empirical study was to examine

the relationship between strength and type of parent involvement and (1) number

of changes reported, (2) types of changes reported, and (3) importance of the

two most significant changes reported in terms of the three categories of change,

of which two of the three categories were viewed as institutional changes.

In order for any change to be included in the report there had to be some

evidence of parent participation in bringing about the changes. A large number

of changes were noted by parents but were not included because parents were not

involved in bringing about the changes.

The major source of information used in developing the interview guide

for gathering information about institutional change came from the Kirschner

Report and the experiences of MIDCO staff members. The first interview guide

was developed and presented to a small group of Head Start parents and staff.

During this review, it became appare:it that it would be extremely difficult to

gather detailed information about each institutional change. A decision was

made to limit the detailed study of institutional change to the two most

important changes in which parents were involved. Parents, under the direction

of the team leader, decided on the two most important changes which had occurred

in connection with parent involvement in their Head Start program.

Further discussion among Head Start staff and parents led to a decision
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to ask parents to provide information about the institutional changes and

to describe parent involvement at each of several stages of change. Additional

information about the permanence of change and parent involvement were obtained

from administrators, community leaders and representatives of institutions

affected by the changes.

The procedure for gathering information about parent involvement and

institutional change was pretested at a Head Start center in the Denver

area. The group of parents identified 31 changes, eight of which were

judged to meet the criteria of institutional change. It was apparent that

parents were very much awareof changes and considered what might be rather

minor changes (not institutional changes) as being important to low income

families, and as an indication of a willingness on the part of the Head

Start staff and commountiy leaders to consider parents' ideas and opinions.

It was also apparent during pretesting that parents selected Head Start

program changes as important changes in addition to institutional changes

not directly related to the Head Start program.

Members of review panels expressed uncertainty and concern about reliance

on parents as the major source of information regarding institutional changes

and parent involvement at different stages of change. The decision to rely

on parents as the major source of information was made because of the desire to

assess parents' perceptions of the changes and their involvement in bringing

about the changes. The enthusiastic response of parents during the pretesting

of the slestiims and procedures to be follmed in gathering information about

parent involvement and institutional change lead to a decision to use the

procedures in the study.

A detailed list of procedures used in gathering information along with

a copy of tile forms used to record the information are contained in Appendix H.

Parents invited to the meeting included current and former parents. representatives
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from the policy council and/or the policy committee, the current and past

officers of the center committee, and other active parents who would know

about the institutional changes which had occurred during the last two or three

years.

The forms used to gather and report the information included an

example, from the Kirschner Report, which was to be followed in writing a

description of each of the two most important changes selected by the parents.

A complete listing of all institutional changes, as judged by the interviewer,

was to be completed after the meeting by each team leader. Only those

institutional changes in which parents had been involved were to be listed.

Parents were asked to report the number of parents involved, and the

names of key individuals, at each of six stages of change for each of the

two-most important changes selected by the parents in attendance at the meeting.

This information was reported on forms provided specifically for this purpose.

Parents were also asked to identify the institutional representatives and

community leaders who were involved at each of the six stages of change. The

two or three institutional representatives and community leaders, who were
a

involved in each of the two most important changes, were interviewed by the

team leader and asked to respond to the same series of questions asked of the

parents. This was necessary in order to obtain others' perceptions of parent

involvement at each of the six stages of change.

A form was provided for the team leader to report on evidence of the

permanence of each of the two most important changes. This form contained

three sections: (1) 'idence at the ii.stitution which indicated whether or

not the change was still in effect, (2) parents' perceptions about the

lasting effects of each change, and (3) information, data reports, etc., which

documented the extent and permanence of each change.

Each parent in attendance at the meeting was asked to fill out one form
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for each of the two changes studied in detail. The form contained five questions

about the effects of each change on the parents, children, neighborpopd, Head

Start program, and other community institutions. Each parent in attendance

provided information about his participation in learning and decision-

making activities. A parent participation rating was computed for each parent

in terms of his involvement in decision-making and learning activities.

The entire procedure for gathering information about parent participation

and institutional change proved to be efficient and informative. Many parents

commented very favorably about the meetings and procedures and were surprised

at the large number of changes which they could identify. One group of parents

commented that as a result of the meeting, they had a much better idea of what

could be done in bringing about changes and the kinds of changes needed in

their community.

Information obtained from parents and from commtinity leaders and

institutional representatives, with a few exceptions, tended to be very

similar in describing parent involvement at each of the six stages of change.

Firents tended to provide specific information which was needed to assess parent

participation in relation to institutional change.



PROJECT RESULTS

General Analytic Procedures

Four groups of Head Start centers were selected and categorized on

the basis of extent and type of parent participation: These site differences

constituted one variable or factor which was of interest in studying effects

which may be attributed to parent participation. A second factor was the

extent of parent participation irrespective of the site classification.

Extent of participation was determined by the number of Head Start related

activities in which each parent had participated. A third factor was the type

of activities in which parents had participated,. ncluding: (1) decision-

making, (2) learning, and (3) paid employment. A fourth factor consisted

of the status of parents as indicated by current or former designation. It

is important to note that with-the exception of the factor pertaining to site

differences, parent groups were formed by pooling across groups of sites.

The basic analytic procedure used for analyzing data gathered on parents

and children was a two-factor analysis of variance using a least squares

solution and an adjustment for disproportionality (unequal subclass frequencies0

The first step in the solution was to test for significant interaction. If

the interaction was not significant, an adjusted sum of squares was computed

for testing main effects. If the interaction was significant, an approximate

solution, weighted squares of means, was used.

The combinations of factors used to analyze the parent and child data
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have been outlined in Table Gl. The reasons for combining the factors have

been reported in the right-hand portion of the table. The current-former

factor was included for the purpose of attempting to assess time-related changes.

There was no randomiassignment of subjects to treatments. This necessitates

caution in interpreting results.

The analytic procedures used to analyze data obtained on the dependent

variables of program quality and institutional change involved tests of

differences between sites based on single classification analysis of variance.

Chi-Square tests of independence and Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance for

ranking data were also used. A descriptive narrative was used to summarize

information which could not be quantified.

In order to assess institutiona' change as it relates to parent partici-

pation, the data were analyzed and reported in the following ways:

1. Distributions in contingency tables by type of change (5 types) and
site classifications (4 categories); no analysis.

2. le test of differences between sites with respect to number of changes
reported.

3. Distributions, in contingency tables by kimportance of change and site
classification; no analysis.

4. Kruskal-Wallis ACV on mean ranking of judges' ratings of importance
of change.

5. Mean and standard deviation of parent-participation scores for parents
attending institutional change meetings; F tests of differences between
sites based on single classification.

6. Six stages of change by site classification; descriptive narrative;
no analysis.

7. Parent responses concerning effects of changes by categories and site
classification: narrative and a check CO indicating parent responses;
no analysis.

8. Permanence of change by site and change number; descriptive narrative.



TABLE G1

Basic Analytic Procedures Used to Analyze
Parent Ind Child Data

Site by Curren. - Former Status (2X4)

0
0

H
o4

Current
44
o
O Former

co

U)

Site Classification

Hilli HiLo LoHi LoLo To test for differences which may
be attributed to current-former
status of parents and differences
among groups of sites with respect
to extent and type of parent
involvement.

Extent of Parent Participation by Current-Former Status (2X2)

Extent of Parent

Involvement0

ani HiHi LoLo
14

0a
Current

0

O Former

u
0

To test for differences which may
be attributed to current-former
status of parents and extent of
parent involvement, within sites,
in terms of little or no involve-
ment and considerable involvement.

Type of Parent Participation by Current-Former Status (2X2)

Type of Parent
Involvement0

HiLo LoHi To test for differences which may
0 be attributed, to current-former114

Current status of parents and type of44

parent involvement, within sites,
O Former in which parents are involved in
u

decision-making or learning, but
not in both roles.cn

64



TABLE G1 (continued)

Special Type of Participation (Paid Employee) vs. Exteht of Involvement

Paid Employees vs. HiHi Parent
Involvement (single c-assi-
fication):

65

Forty-five of 55 paid employees met
the criteria for high parent involve-
ment in both decision-making and
learner roles, constituting a
special HiHi group of parents.
Therefore, this comparison was to
test for differences between groups
high in participation, but differing
with respect to employment.

NOTE: The first abbreviation refers to decision-making activities
and the second abbreviation refers to learning activities, e.g., LoHi
means low involvement in decision-making and high involvement in learning
activities.
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Basic Characteristics of the Study Population: Relationships Among Variables

The information provided in the following pages is intended to provide

basic information on the parent subgroups as well as an empirical basis for

the interpretation of research results presented in the later sections of this

report. The equivalence or lack of equivalence among the comparison groups

should be taken into account in any subsequent interpretation of observed

group differences. Whenever random assignment- of subjects is not possible,

it is important to have some knowledge of the ways in which they are alike

and the ways in which they are different. Ideally, the groups will be

similar and any differences will be minimal or unre]ated to status on

criterion measures. This is essential if the variables under investigation

(e.g., level of participation) are not to be easily accounted for by the

action of unknown factors. Wherever differences in characteristics such as

ethnic origin, educational level, number of children, etc., are found to be

beyond the tolerance expected via sampling error, and where those variables

are also related to criterion measures, the interpretation of dependent data

may be qualified.

As noted in the previous discussion of the characteristics of ex post

facto research designs, the major problem lies in the possibility that self-

selection may have biased the characteristics of the parent groups. For

example, parents with more positive self-concepts may be mere likely to

participate as decision-makers in Head Start programs, and perhaps this

characteristic rather than the variables of interest (i.e., participation)

accounts for the status of that particular group on other criteria. Those

factors can be effectively discounted that are found to be non-significant and

attention focused upon those that are reliable indices of group differences.

In the present case, concern was with comparisons along two dimensions:
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comparability among sites and comparability among parent groups who differ in

the extent and type of their participation. In the following analysis, the

limit of tolerance was selected as the point at which p (.10 for any mean

difference. The use of the .10 level is conservative, however, since concern

is with the identification of differences that should be considered in inter-

preting later findings, it seems appropraite to challenge the equivalency of

the reiearckgroups wherever possible.

In Table'G2 is presented a summary of site chaiacteristics according to
. ,

i t
....

the extent and type of parent participation. These data provide some indication
i'l

17

_ -
of-the porext in which Head Start parent participation took place; It appears

k/..5

that ithe sites were similar in their general composition. The LnLo site

contAined a slightly larger rural ropulation and the LoHi site was slightly

more urban.

TABLE G2

Summary of Site Characteristics

Site

Classification Grantee/Delegate Number of Classrooms
Urban/

Rural/Mixed

HiHi 4 1 15 2 2 1

HiLo 4 1 15 2 2 1

LoHi 4 1 12 3 0 2

LoLo 5 0 12 2 3 0

. Table G3 provides a break-out of the basic parent data in terms of each

group and subgroup used in the later analyses of differences among the parent

and site classifications. As mentioned previously, these data are of importance

because the formation of the parent groups and selection of sites according to

their existing characteristics leaves room for the operation of any number of



68

possible selection factors (e.g., demographic characteristics, such as age of

the parents that might explain group differences on the dependent measures ).

These factors must be considered in order to make proper inferences about the

results of the tests of differences in each of the four cr._ -

parents, children, Program quality and institutional chan,- of the

project was to point out those differences that may be attributed to parent

participation in Head Start, and in order to do that, the number c- )ossible

competing or alternative explanations should be reduced. This t -esents

a large amount of detailed information. It is presented at this poiat to

enable the reader to make any comparisons in which he is interested. Summary

tables presenting the appropriate tests of statistical significance are provided

in the later pages of this section. The reader may wish to turn to these results

prior to an extensive examination of group means, etc.
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As Table G3 indicates, the majority of differences in basic characteristics

were not particularly great among the groups to be compared. The results of

tests of these differences across both parent and site classifications are

presented in subsequent tables; however, the data on three of the basic

characteristics could not appropriately be summarized in terms of means and

variances. These were ethnic origin; family economic status, and the data on

the presence of adults in the home. These data have been presented in Tables

G4, G5, G6 and G7 along with testref the significance of any variation in

frequencies or percentages acrosy sites and between the study populations

(i.e., formr parents and paid employee. parents ), Ethnic origin has been presented

in terms of frequency in each ethnic category; family income has been presented

in harms of the percentage in each grout) that were below 0E0 poverty guidelines

(including those parent.:. who were on welfare and receiving ADC); and the index

of parents in the home has been presented in terms of the percentage of cases in

w%ich both parents were present in the home.

It is apparent that the separate samples of Paid Employee parents and

Former parents were not different from other parents in terms of their ethnic

composition. There were differences, however, in the extent to which the

various ethnic groups are represented in the parent populations of the sites.

The factor that accounted for the significant X2 was the disproportionate

number of Blacks at the HiHi sites and the disproportionate number of Mexican-

Americans at the HiLo sites. In both cases, their percentage of the total parent

population was higher than would be expected to occur by chance.

The parent groups, however, did not reflect this bir+sing. As the

frequencies in Table G5 indicate, there were three dominant ethnic groups that

were spread in farily equal proportions across the parent involvement participa-

tion categories. Even though many characteristics may be associated with ethnic

membership, it may be concluded that ethnic factors have not affected comparisons
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TABLE G4

Ethnic Origin by Site Classification and Study Populations

Ethnic Origin

Site Classification'
(LoLo)

Total

Current
and

Former
Current-Former

Paid(HiHi) (HiLo) (Lola) Current Former.

Black 62 27 29 37 155 89 66 28

Mex. American 2 26 6 5 39 23 16 3

Puerto Rican 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 0

Caucasian 43 45 52 53 193 120 72 21

Am. Indian 0 0 2 0 2 1 1 0

Oriental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other 0 2 2 0 4 3 1 2

Across Sites: X2 = 54.62 df =0: 6 p.<.001

Between Current & Former: X2 = .95 df = 2 p. <.62

Between Total and Paid: X 2 = 3.83 df = 2 p. <.15

Explanatory Note -- Because of the great number of zero frequencies, tests on the
factor or ethnic origin were performed on the categories of

Black, Mexican-American and Caucasian.
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TABLE G5

Ethnic Origin by Parent Participation Classification

Parent:Classification
LoLo Total

Revised
LoLoEthnic Origin Hilli 'LoHi HiLo

Black 56 10' 17 63 .4G 21

Mexican-American 10 1 8 20 38 L0

Puerto Rican 2 0 0 0 2 0

Caucasian 63 19 23 85 190 34

American Indian 1 0 1 0 2 0

Oriental 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other 1 0 2 1 4 0

Across Parent Classification: X
2
= 10.41 df = p. <.11

O
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Table G6

Percentage of Parents with Income Below

0E0 Poverty Guidelines

Parent Classification Site I

(LOW)

Site 2

(LOHI)

Site 3 Site 4

(HILO) (am)

Hula 36/48 = 75% 20/23 = 71% 27/45 = GO% 43/62 = 69":

HiLo 11/14'= 78t 12/17 - 70% 12/15 = 80% 7/8 = 87%

Loni 10/12 = 83% 7/8 = 87% 3/4 75% 9/12 = 7St

LoLo 47/58 = 81% 3G/51 = 7G 30/45 - G2% 23/28 = 821

Across Site Classifications: X
2
= 6.67 df = 3 p <.08

I
Across Parent Classification: X' = 3.25 df = 3 p'

Explanatory Notes
1

2

The application of the poverty g.4delines as ljublirhPd by

the Office of Economic Opportunity (CEO) instruction : ,-1c)

resulted in the selection of parents from the total rop it-ion

of parents who had children in head start programs.

In this table, the actual number of parents meeting the

"Below" criteria have been indicated above the diagonal;

the total number of parents in each cell have been

indicated below the diagonal. The data reported

also include parents who were on welfare as well as ADC

recipients. The sample utilized for this analysis con-

sisted of the current, former, and paid employee parent

groups.

O



82

TABLE G7

Percentage of Families Where There are Both Parents

Parent
Classification (LOLO)

Site Classification
(LOHI) (HILO) (HIHI)

HiHi 16/27 = 59% 19/28 = 67% 20/33 = 60% 25/48 = 52%

LoHi 4/10 = 40% 3/5 = 60% 2/4 = 50% 9/11 = 81%

HiLo 8/12 = 66% 11/16 = 68% 9/15 = 60% 4/8 = 50%

LoLo 23/53 = 52% 35/51 c8% 22/42 = 52% 16/27 = 59%

Across Site Classifications; X2 = 4.42, df = 3, p 4(.22

Across Parent Classifications: X2 = .33, df = 3, p,(.95

Explanatory Notes 1A 2 x 4 classification was used for each X2 . The site
and parent classifications were run against a dichotomy
of "Both vs. Other." Any coding that indicated that
only the mother or father or grandparent or guardian, etc.,
was in the 'home was placed into the latter category.
The category of "both" indicates homes in which there
were two adults who claimed parenthood.

2These analyses were run on a total parent sample that
included both current and former Head Start parents, but
it did not include the paid employee sample.
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across the parent participation classification: the factor of ethnic origin can

be said to be "inferentially neutral." While it seems unlikely that there are

any criterion-relevant effects, the part of ethnic biasing should be kept in

mind when evaluating the results of site comparisons.

According to Table G6, there was considerable similarity in economic

status across the parent dimension; that is, the income composition of parents

did not differ across the parent participation categories. Some differences,

however, were observed across the site classification. While the differences

could not be considered as extreme, the data indicate that more poverty parents

(78%) may be found in LoLo sites than in other sites. The fewest (629:) .:ere

found in HiLo centers. As reference to the preceding Table G3 indicates, the

LoLo site category had a greater number of rural centers. Even though 0E0

poverty guidelines attempt to adjust for maintenance differences in urban vs.

rural populations, this result may indicate the prevalence of generally lower

incomle levels in centers that serve rural areas.

It is clear from the distribution presented in Table G7 that neither

sites nor parent groups were distinguished by greater or less family stability.

This finding would seem tc, be of some Tortance since a prevalence of broken

homes in particular site or parent groups might be expected to influence other

parent and child characteristics. The majority of family units contained both

parents; however, in comparison to other populations, it seems likely that

there are a relatively greater number of families in which at least one parent

is absent. This fact, of course, does not prejudice the internal validity of

subsequent comparisons.

Each of the remaining 'variables were appropriate for the analysis of

variance. These results are reported in the following four tables. It should

be noted that no attempt was made to test all possible comparisons. As stated

earlier, concern was with the comparability of the comparison groups of parents
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in terms of their basic characteristics across sites, across the parent

classifibation categories, by parent classification categories across sites,

and by differences cross the parent classifications within sites. These

analyses will indicate the extent to which it can be claimed that the compari-

son groups are equivalent on criterion-relevant dimensions.

The data presented in Table G8 indicates that parents in one site were

different in some ways from parents in other sit =s and that parents character-

ized by different levels of participation were also different in some of their

basic characteristics. The fact that scores indicating the level of parent

participation in the roles of learner and decision-maker, as well as total
4-

participation scores, differed signficantly across both sites and parent groups

is hardly surprising. Since these scores were used to classify the extent to

which parents were involved, such results indicate only that the assignments

were accurate. In the case of site differences, however, inspection of the

direction and magnitude of the mean differences indicates that the criteria used

in the classification of sites has considerable validity.

At this point, it may be concluded that the independent variables exist

and that they exist in terms of the focus or type of involvement (learning vs.

decision-making) and the level or 'extent of involvement (high vs. low). If

these differences had not been found, it would have been extremely difficult

to make any further inferences about the impact of parent participation. As

mentioned above, the fact that these scores were used in arriving at the parent

participation categories makes the result in this area hardly surprising; however,

the fact that the actual participation of parent groups covaries with the

independently arrived at site classification is an interesting finding that may

require further investigation. In particular, it should be noted that the average

level of parental participation for those parents who do participate was higher

in.sites where such participation was encouraged and lower in sites where it was not.
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The age of the enrolled child also varied according to both site ,nd

parent groupings. Inspection of the mean ages indicated that the children

of parents who were highly involved in both decision-making and learning

(HiHi's) tend to.be younger than the children of the other parent groups.

Interestingly, the average age of the enrolled child and the level at which

parent involvement exists across sites appears to covary in a linear fashion.

The LoLo sites have the oldest children; next, the sites that stress parents

as learners but not as decision-makers have slightly younger children. The

youngest children are found in sites that encourage parental involvement in

decision-making activities (HiLo and HiHi.)

This may be a gaetor of major importance in Head Start programs. In

centers where parents are involved, parents may enroll their children at a

younger age and the greater the involvement, particularly in decisi aking,

the more likely it may be that younger children will be enrolled. This may be

a major effect of parent participation.

The parents in HiLo sites have had the greatest number of previously

enrolled children in Head Start and have had children enrolled in Head Start

for the longest period of time.- This would also mean that the children in

HiLo sites would have also had more older siblings with Head Start experience.

Since the parents were not older, it is likely that they have had childron

somewhat younger or have more children in the age range being considered,. The-

fathers in this group also tended to have a higher level of education, as they

did in the HiHi sites. The HiHi sites also have the longest term residents as

well ass the fewest previous children in Head Start.

The'parent groups vary along different dimensions. There is a clear

educational factor as well as a difference in the total number of children in

the home. The lowest educational level (one to two fewer grades completed) was

found in the LoLo parent group. Parents with the highest educational levels
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were found among parents who were highly involved either in both roles ( HiHi's)

or only in the learner role (LoHi's ), Parent groups involved in decision-making

but not learning activities appear to be distinguished by the fact that the

mother's educational level is about average while the father's level is

1

slightly below average; however, it should be noted that there was a consistent

tendency across all parent participation categories for the mother to have

completed more years of schooling.

Perhaps the most distinguishing feature of these data was the lower

educational level of both parents among those pho'-did not participate in any

sort of Head Start activities. There appeared to be an inverse relationship

between the number of children in the home and the overall level of eftCation;

that is, parents who are not active participants also have,the greatest number

of children and theleast education., They are followed by those who are

involved in decision-making but not learning; and these are followed by those

who are involved in learning but not decision-making. Parents who are highly

involved in both roles have the least number of children as well as the highest

average educational level.

How do parents of the various participation classifications differ across

the site Categories? Are HiHi (or LoLo) parents the same everywhere? The

results presented in Table G9 indicate that, in terms of the majority of

variables, parent groups were similar in each site classification;.however,

there were some important exceptions. The HiHi parent participation classifica-

tion is the one that is the most clearly different across the sites. The age

of the enrolled child wa1s greater in sites having low levels of parent

participation -- the children of HiHi's in parent involvement centers are

younger than they are at other locations. (It may be noted that the LoLo sample

did not vary significantly even though the trend was the same. This finding,

seems consistent with the earlier observation that the child group in the LoLo

site was older).
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HiHi parents also differed across the sites in terms of the length of time

they have had their children enrolled. The shortest amount of time was found

in the Buhl sites and the longest period of time was associated with the HiLo

sites. It is apparent that the context of involvement (i.e., the site

emphasis) interacts with the type and degree of parent participation. HiLo

parents at HiLo sites have had children enrolled for the longest period of

time. Where the HiLo group is incompatible with the site emphasis -- that

is, at the LoHi site -- they have had children enrolled for a relatively short

time.

As previously noted, HiHi parents generally had higher educational levels.

This was not true, however, of such parents in LoLo sites. The HiHi parents of

all other site categories had completed more years of school, and at the LoLo

site, highly involved parents were not noticeably better educated than were

the other parent groups.

Nearly all of the parent groups in LoLo sites (except for the LoHi's) were

different from their identically labeled groups in other sites in terms of the

amount of time thay they have resided in the community. Tn general, parents

in the LoLo sites have lived there longer. The group that has resided for

the greatest length of time appears to be a group that is high on decision-

making but low on learning activities.

Given the fact that HiHils and LoLo's present almost total contrast in

other characteristics, it seems interesting that the HiHi sites have the next

most stable population. This finding does not seem to be readily interpretable,

but one might speculate that the reasons unuerlying the resident stability in

the two populations may be quite different.

There were striking differences in the levels of participation of so-called

HiHi parents across the various sites. In all cases (i.e., participation as

learners, decision-makers, and total participation), the HiHi's in HiHi sites
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participate more than they do at other locations. By far the greatest difference,

however, may be observed in the radically lower participation scores for the HiHi

group at the LoLo sites. This was found even though the same median was used in

all site groups to select parents high in participation. Apparently, in such a

context, a small amount of involvement makes a parent relatively more prominent

than at sites where parent participation is more common. At any rate, the HiHi

group appears to be distinctly less active at LoLo sites than at sites where any

form of parent participation is encouraged. The decision-making scores of two

other groups reinforce this general impression'in that the LoHi group (supposedly

low on decision-making anyway) has an even lower score at the LoLo sites< The

HiLo group was somewhat different:in that apparent decision-making was nearly

equally low in both the LoLo and HiHi sites while being considerably higher in

the other two conditions. It seems possible that in sites where high involvement

in both areas is encouraged, those parents who are not involved in learning are

less likely to be responsible for making decisions than they are in si 3 where

only one form of participation is encouraged. Their scores are, in fact, much

higher. in sites where decision-making is emphasized and learning is relatively

deemphasized.

In Table G10, tests of differences among the parent groups as they were

found within each site are presented. These data show the significance of

parent differences on basic variables as an apparent function of site classifica-

tion and participation level.

The most immediately apparent differences among parent groups within

each site classification were in the participation scores. It is clear that

distinct parent participation groups were formed within as well as across the

sites. Since the site samples were intended to contain four distinct parent

groups, and since parents were selected within each center on the basis of their

participation scores, these results were as expected. Thet'mean differences that
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underlie the extremely high probability levels are in the expected directions:

parents who were high both on learning and on decision-making had the highest

socres for both activities as well as the highest total participation score;

parents who were hiqh on learning but not on decision-making had the next

highest scores for learning activities, and the next to the lowest score for

decision-making activities, as well as the next highest total participation

score; parents who were high on decision-making but not on learning had the

second highest decision-making scores, the third highest learning scores, and

the third highest total participation scoresi.and parents who are low on both

types of participation generally had the lowest scores on everything.

There were no differences on other characteristics within the LoLo site

classifications. The parent groups within LoLo sites appear to be otherwise

very similar; however, there were some additional differences among the parent

groups within the other three site classifications. The most consistent of these

differences (i.e., in three of the four sites) was the amount of education

completedby the mother. HiHi mothers averaged about two years more schooling

than did the LoLo mothers. Mothers in the two middle categories of parent

involvement were simply between these extremes. This tendency was minimally

(and not significantly) apparent for the mothers at LoLo sites.

In general, it could be stated that mothers who participate at a high

level in Head Start programs are more likely to have graduated from high

school, and that mothers who have very low levels of participation are likely

to have stopped after graduating from the ninth grade. It may be observed that

there was a tendency for the father's educational level to approximate the same

pattern, but the differences were much less pronounced. In general, the

highly-involved father had about one more year of education than the father who

has not involved. Perhaps parents who have cared enough to acquire "surplus"

(i.e., not mandatory) education are also more likely to be interested in
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educational enterprises of 'any sort. That is, it szems that educational ex-

periences may be a significant factor in later participation.

The'few remaining qgferences appear to be 'random; at least, they are

of doubtful importance. For example, in ,ne HiLo sites the least involved and

the most involved parents have the least children; and the LoLo parents have

the longest residence among the parent groups in the HiLo sites. Where so many

comparisons are involved, thd interpretation of isolated (i.e., not appearing

as part of a logical pattern) differences is highly questionable. While such

differences do exist, they have little inferential power.

In ordAr to provide further information on the extent to which differences

in the basic characteristics of parent groups may have accounted for signifi-

cant criterion differences on both parent and child variables, all

which indicated differences either by parent or site classifications were

tested for their relationship to all dependent measures. While this procedure

cannot eliminate the effects of self-selection and the possibility that some

variables other than parent participation may be causally effective, the case

for the most obvious competing factors can be supported or eliminated.

As Table Gil indicates, those factors which were found to differentiate

parent s. 'oups were correlated with all relevant criterion variables.

Although the entire set of variables wa involved, only those comparisons

yielding significant relationshipsfhave been reported. Even though a p'articular

parent group may be different in terms of a given characteristic, that trait

cannot be said to account for other observed differences in criterion status

unless it is related to the criterion.

The results indicate that differences in basic characteristics were

related to very few of the dependent variables, and in cases where there were

statistically significant relationships, they were moderate tovery low. Indi-

vidually, they are not very meaningful (i.e., a correlation of :20 accounts for
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only 4% of the'common variance even. though it is indicative of some "real" --

non chance -- relationship).

The greatest relationship was found between age of tie child and preschool

readiness. This finding was hardly surprising. Older children tend to be more

"ready.", This relationship would undoubtedly be much higher if there were not

such extreme restric _tion in the age range of the child population used in this

particular study. Age was also rClated to increasingly positive ratings of the
-

self -- older children seem to rate themselves more positively.

The most striking feature of the table is the consistency with which the .

educational level of the child's mother was related to community involvement,,

alienation, and the measured intelligence of- the child. (The father's educational

level shows the same pattern, but the relationShips are less consistently

significant.) The more educated mother is apparently more likely to be

involved in the community, less likely to feel any sort of lientation,

and she is likely to have a somewhat brighter child.

The parent participation measures were strikingly unrelated to either

parent or child criteria except for past and current community involvement

the higher the learner or decision-making scores, the higher the involve-

ment). The type of participation made no difference (e..g., Learner X Community

Involvement. r = .43; Decision-Maker X Current Community Involvement, r = .44).

The majority of the other correlations were very close to zero. These

results indicate that there is no linear, one-to-one relationship between the

Iindices of pareht participation and status on any of the other dependent variables.

This may not be true within particularssettings or particular parent subgroups,

but where significant relationships are not found, the possibility that such

characteristics can be involved in explainingother results is greatly decreased.

It should be observed that such a finding does not mekn that there are no
-.-

differences between any of the comparison groups initheir average status on any
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of these criteria. Overall levels (as indicated by mean scores) may be quite

different between groups distinguished by varying extent and type of partici-

pation or by site policies; but, it is clear that there is no sirple relationship

between parental activity in Head Start programs and the measured social,

attitudinal, and ability factors used as indices of the status of parents and

children of different site and parent groupings.

Those differences that were found to characterize specific parent and site

groupings may be of interest in that they may illuminate some of the factors

that influence program emphases and parent activities, but it should be noted

again that non-correlated differences are unlikely to be responsible for effects

that appear to be associated with parent participation. ror example, length

of residence -- even though it is greater at LoLo and HiHi sites -- appears not

to be related even to such obvious traits as the degree of social integration

felt by the parent. Such a variable, therefore, does not provide a factor

with competitive explanatory power. Tests presented later in this report will

establish whether the factOr of alienation (non-integration) is present or not

present to an unusual extent In any particular parent group. To any such ob-

servation, it may now be added: And where it is present, it cannot be because

of a relationship between this variable and the stability of the resident

population; therefore, that particular factor cannot challenge the hypothesis

that the level of participation is the major factor. The actual establishment of

causality would demand experimental manipulation, but while such an analysis does

not provide an answer to the question of causality, it does reduce the questions

to a manageable size by pointing to those variables that are actually involved.

While it cannot be said, for example, whether parent participation causes an
40

improved self-concept or whether people with higher self-concepts have high &r

levels of participation it can be said that the two effects are reliably asso-

dieted; and, of equal importance, other things are not.
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Specifically it may be stated that even though the magnitude of the

relationship between basic characteristics and the criterion variables --

where it existed at all -- was not large, it is possible that the interpretation

of some of the results reported in later sections should be modified by the

following information: Where older children are found higher preschool

readiness and a tendency toward higher self-concept scores will also be

found.. Where there is a higher degree of parental education, particularly for

the mother, there will be greater community involvement, a greater sense of

social integration, and children with higher IQ's. Parents who participate

in Head Start programs also are likely to participate to a greater extent in

other community activities.

Summary and Conclusions

All available measures of variables which were considered to be essential

characteristics of the site and parent categories were compared in order to

determine the extent to which any of the comparison groups might differ.

There were two concerns. One was simply to gain a greater understanding of the

groups that were to be analyzed. The second concern was with eliminating or

calling attention to factors that might differentiate the groups in such a

way as to prejudice the straightforward interpretation of other results. An

attempt was made to establish the significance of any observed differences by

parent participation categories within and across each of the site classifications

as well as the differences that might exist among the parent categories them-

selves. Several specific questions were dealt with:

1. To what extent are parents different between site categories?

2. To what extent are parents different between the participation categories?
0

3. To what extent are parents of a given participation category different

between the site classifications?

4. To what extent are prents of a given category different within a site

classification?
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5. To what extent are any observed differences related to the parent -
child criterion variables that will be used to establish the effects

°f type and extent of parent participation?

These questions have been answered. The results indicate that there are

substantial differences among the parent groups fir each of the dimensions and

that some of these differences are related to the outcome measures. These
4,

differences, however, do not appear to be sufficient to neutralize or call for

extensive qualification of lacer analyses.

The total levels of participation differed markedly across the sites, and

the hica decision-making sites were highest overall. These differenCes should

not be ignored in the interpretation of project results. At-a LoLo site, for

example, a highly-involved (HiHi) Parent is in fact much less active than a

highly-involved parent at a Hifi site. Both groups are legitimate members of the

involved-parent population, but comparisons between the two should make note

of this fact as well as any other differences.

The covariation in the characteristics of parents and sites -7 primarily

in the areas of educational level, level of actual participant activitiy, and

characteristics of the enrolled children -- points to the possibility that the

.character of any particular Head Start program may be greatly influenced by

the needs and attitudes of the parent population it serves. It is possible

that staff at LoLo sites do not encourage parent participation primarily

because veryfew of their parent group are interested; on the other hand, staff

at HiHi sites, confronted by their relatively well-educated and community-

oriented parent group, may have little choice.

The complete data have beenjpresented in the previous pages of this section

and will not be repeated here. However, in general it appears that there are

two types of sites and three basic types of parents: There are sites in whith

parent participation is not encouraged in any form (i.e., LoLo sites); and

there are parents who do not participate in any available role (i.e., LoLo
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parents) and others who participate extensively (i.e., Hilli parents).

LoLo parents and LoLo sites were quite different from the other groups

in terms of their basic characteristics. The other groups were lets extremely

distinguished; nevertheless, among those sites where the fullest form of

participation (i.e., decision-making) is encouraged, and among parent groups

who participate in these ways, there seems to be a distinct pattern of

characteristics that hints at the possibility of some sort of parent - program

evolutionary sequence.

HiHi parents have the fewest and the youngest children, and the HiHi

sites have parents with the fewest number of previous children in Head Start.

The parent and child populations of the two decision-making site categories

(HiHi and HiLo) are quite similar. Educational levels and participation levels

are high for both groups. Detision-making sites in general have the youngest

child populations. The primary exceptions to this pattern are the facts that

parents have had children in Head Start for the longest period of time at HiLo

sites and that parents at these sites had (not surprisingly) the greatest number

of previous children in Head Start.

,These results may indicate that sites in which decision-making activities

are encouraged but where learning is relatively deemphasized are simply programs

in which an active parent population was initially concerned With both roles,

but became less concerned over time with learner activities while retaining

their decision- making function. Such changes could trigger program modifications --

the site may shift its emphasis in order to accomodate the needs of its more

experienced parent group. Additional support for this hypothesis may be fOund

in the fact that HiLo parents (as well as sites) are more experienced in being

Head Start parents across both of the high decision-making site classifications.

LoHi parents and LoHi sites were not distinguished by any consistent

pattern of differences. Even though such parents are involved in the relatively
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passive learner roles and such centers presumably encourage only that limited

type of involvement, they bear greater resemblance to the decision-making

groups than they do to the LoLo's. Perhal._ such sites have not quite enough

parents who insist on being involved to promote the development of active

(decision-making) participation as compared with more passive (learner) roles.

Reference to earlier tables indicates that substantial numbers of LoHi

parents were obtained only in those sites in which both types of participation

were stressed (i.e., HiHi sites). In the other sites, few such parents could

be located. It does seem likely that parents who care enough to become

involved in 4earning activities will have some interest in decision-making

activities as well. -

The correlational analyses that were performed as a final step in the

selection of basic characteristics which could compete with parent participation

in the explanation of status on the selected outcomes, indicated that these

characteristics were nbt strongly related to any of the criterion measures.

The variable most consistently related to outcome criteria, such as community

involvement and the sense of social involvement (as indicated by lower aliena-

tion scores), was the education of the mother. Level of education is associated

with both parent participation levels and the degree to which participation is

encouraged by center personnel. This characteristic of education seems to be

a major associate of participation as well as other variables, and participa-

tion is related to general involvement in the community.

Even though the relationships were not large, comparisons involving

subgroups in which one contains more highly-educated parents (particularly

mothers), should consider the possibility that some observed differences may be

due as much to level of education as to level or type orparticipation.

Nevertheless, in general, the analysis of the basic characteristics of the

parent population suggests that the effects on criterion measures of differences
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among the various groupings should be very slig )it. In no case are the results

seriously compromised by any differences in measured characteristics.

In brief, it may be stated that the differences that appear to charac-

terize the various parent and site classifications are important because

they illuminate the dynamics of some Head Start programs. Examination of the

data provides some very strong indications that parent and site characteristics

interact; that is, high-participation parents may produce sites that encourage

participation and sites that encourage participation may produce participant

parent populations; Conversely, it would also be possible to state that sites

with parent populations that tend toward non-participation are less likely

to encourage it, and that parents are less likely to become participants in

sites where such activities are not encouraged. Participation may well be

both an outcome and a cause. In addition, a strong case can be made for the

, -

existence of a participant "type." Characteristics such as level of education
.c,

are most clearly implicated as critical to the development of site emphases

as well as to levels of parental involvement.

0

4



The Impact of Parent Participation on Parents

I. Parent Participation in Head Start and Parent Attitudes

A major part of the survey questionnaire filled out by parents of

children in Head Start dealt with their attitudes and feelings. Three

broad areas were covered: general satisfaction with life, alienation and

internal-external locus of control, and attitudes toward education.

Differences in responses between parents in different site classifica-

- tions and between parents with different extent and type of parent partici-

pation have been analyzed. The first section disc}:sses differences across

site classifications. The next sections consider differences between paients

with high and low extent of involvement, and with different types of involve-

ment.

Parent Attitudes and Site Classification

There is no direct way of assessing quality of life. The best

*measures are the indirect reflection of quality of living which might be

revealed through the feelings and attitudes of the individuals involved.

A wide variety of different measures were used to evaluate the general

happiness, satisfaction, and feelings of competency of Head Start parents.

The first measures used were straightforward questions which asked

whether the person is generally "very happy", "pretty happy", or "not too

happy", and whether life is "completely satisfying", " pretty satisfying",

or "not very satisfying". These questions have been used in extensive

national surveys. 'Responses to the questions are related to income, socio-

economic status, and similar variables. General dissatisfaction is also

,V
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related to low self-esteem, alienation, and lack of trust in others. All

of these characteristics should be related to the perceived quality of

life as viewed by Head Start parents.

There were no significant difference: across site classifications.

The response of all groups of Head Start parents indicated that they were

generally quite satisfied with life. The average was above the "pretty

satisfied" point and almost identical to general population means in

previous studies. Low income and low education groups in past studies have

usually had lower scores on these scales.

The next set of questions involved a ladder scale aimed at determining

perceived or expected changes. The parents were asked to indicate where

they were now on a ladder ranging from the worst to the best possible life,

where they were then, i.e., a couple of years ago, and where they expect

to be in the future, a few years from now.

The differefice between Now -and Then is an indication of whether

parents feel conditions have gotten better for them. There were no signifi-
V

cant differences across sites. The difference between Now and Then was

analyzed for direction only. A score of 1 was assigned if parents indicated

they were worse off than in the past, 2 if there was no change, and 3 if

things had improved. The mean score was 2.60, indicating that most parents

felt conditions had improved for them.

The same kind of scoring was used to determine the difference between

Now and Future. This score would be a measure of the parent's hope for

improvement in the future. Here again, the scores were very high as

shown in Table Pl. A significant interaction suggests that the former

0

parents in centers where there was low learner involvement may have some-

what less hope for the future than current parents in these sites, but
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all of the mean scores were so high that the difference was difficult to

interpret.

Another approach was also used to assess Head Start parents' feelings

of general satisfaction and success. Parents were asked to rate themselves

on a four-point bipolar scale with phrases or adjectives at each end. Whey

rated both where they feel they are on the scale Now, and where they were

Then, i.e. a couple of years ago. There were no significant differences

between site classifications, either for ratings involving general satis-

faction or in how skilled and successful parents felt they were.

The overall results indicated that there are probably no differences

in general feelings of satisfaction of the parents across different site

classifications.

Table P1

Analysis of Variance and Mean Change in Satisfaction: Present to Future

Mean Change Score by Site Classification
Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df

Current 2.75 2.81 2.72 2.97 Site 3 .82 n.s.

Former 2.87 2.61 2.73 2.67 Current-
Former 1 3.60 .06

Inter-
action 3 2.77 .05

Error 274

3 = anticipate positive change

2 = no change
1 = anticipate change for worse

O
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Alienation and Locus of Control

Feelings of alienation are related to general satisfaction, but are

more deeply rooted. The scales were designed to identify real isolation

from others in society. Two alienation scales were used, one that evaluates

general alienation, and a second oriented to work and social alienation.

There were no significant differences between parents at different groups of

sites, but the interaction between site classification and current and

former parents was significant on the second of the two scales. In current

parents, but not in former parents, there was less alienation in those sites

where parents were highly involved in decision-making.

Locus of control is a measure of the extent to which a person feels

he is master of his own circumstances, as opposed to a victim of fate. The

first scale used Ls job-oriented; the second scale was a more general

measure of locus of control. The first scale used Rotter's format, where

a choice between statements is made. The second allows finer distinctions,

with a five-point Likert scale for each statement ranging from "strongly

agree" to "strongly disagree."_ _

Table P2
Analysis of Variance and Mean Alienation Scores of Parents

Work and Social Alienation

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df

Current 33.46 33.68 31.79 31.85 Site 3 1.05
Tw

Former 31.33 32.39 33,60 31.58 Current-
Former 1 .77 n.s.

0

Inter-
action 3 2.66 .05

Error 274
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If parent involvement changes attitudes of parents, it could make

feel that they have greater control over what happens to them. There

was a significant difference between site classifications on the second scale,

as shown in Table P3. Parents had higher scores in sites where there is

higher involvement, especially where parents were involved in decision-

making. The overall means were well toward the end of the scale indicating

that the parents in all groups felt in control of their lives. However,

those parents in sites lowest in parent involvement may have felt some-

what less control over their lives.

The overall mean scores on both alienation and locus of control

scales indicates that there was little alienation or fatalism in'these

parents. All of these scales have been used with other groups of out of

work disadvantaged and scores are generally much lower in low education or

income groups. The results agree with the findings on general satisfaction

in suggesting that this group of parents has surprisingly positive attitudes

for people who have been having financial difficulties.

Table P3

Locus of Control: General

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df

Current 30.13 30.59 29.51 29.23 Site 3 2.85 .04

Former 30.23 31.54 30.40 27.46 Current-
Former 1 .01 n.s.

Inter-
action 3 1.06 n.s.

Error 274
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Attitude Toward Education

One effect of Head Start involvement should be to sensitize parents

to the educational needs of their children and to their own roles as parents.

Two questionnaire-type scales were used to evaluate attitudes toward edu-

cation, one covering items relating to value of education.and the other to

the parents' ability to influence the education of their children. The
OD

parents' feelings about their ability to help and to understand their

children were also evaluated by having them rate themselves, both Now and

Then (a couple of years in the past) on paired adjectives on a four-

point scale.

Neither the attitudes of-parents toward the value of education ncr

.
their feelings about their ability to help their own children were signifi-

cantly different across site classifications. Parents' feelings of being

able to influence education did vary across sites as shown in Table P4.

The parents in centers with low parent involvement felt less able to in-

fluence the schools or the education of their children.

Table P4

Parents' Feelings of Being Able to Influence Education

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo

Current 13.98 13.32 13.49 12.95

Former 13.43 12.36 14.17 12.58

Source df

Site 3 3.04 Y .03

Current-
Former 1 .86 n.s.

Inter-

action 3 1.31 n.s.

Error 274
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Parents Attitudes and Extent orParent Involvement

To. determine the -relationship between parent attitudes and extent of

involvement, parents who were highly involved (above the median) in both

learner and decision-making -roles were compared with parents who were not

/
iinvolved in either role.

General Satisfaction with Life. There were no significant differences

between parents who differed in extent of involvement on either of the

general questions relating to satisfaction. Mean scores of both groups

were slightly above the "pretty satisfied" rating. There were also no

differ&nces on the ladder scale, on which parents rated where they saw

themselves Now, Then, and in the Future. As in the previous se tion, the

mean scores indicated that they generally felt conditions were better now

than in the past, and that they had considerable hope that conditions would

improve in the future.

The ratings of satisfaction on a different instrument, the four point

semantic differential-type scale, did show significant differences between

parents high and low in extent of involvement. These results are shown in

Table P5. Those parents who were high in extent of involvement were not

different from low-involliement parents on their ratings of whet they were

in the past, but indicated that they were more satisfied Now. On the items

relating to feelings of success and skill, they felt more successful Now

than they did Then, and the parents high in extent of involvement were

significantly higher both Now and Then.

Although the differences were not significant on the first happiness

and satisfaction items, the mean scores on these items showed the same

general pattern, with high-involvement parents having more positive attitudes.
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Table P5

Parent Ratings of General Satisfaction and of Success and Skill
by Extent of Parent Involvement

General Satisfaction

Present

Mean Score by Extent of Involvement Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLo Source E..

Current 13.64 12.87 Level 1 4.68 .04

Forme. 13.58 12.83 Current
Former 1 .03 n,s

Inter-

actionaction ,.00 n.s.

Error 197

Past

Mean Score by Extent of Involvement Analysig'of Variance

HiHi LoLo Source df

Current 11.33 12.03 Level 1 .01 n.s.

Former 12.44 11.67 Current-
Former 1 .63 n.s.

Inter-
action 1 2.48 n.s.

Error. 197
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Table P5, cont.

Success and Skill

Present

Mean Score by Level of Involvement Analysis of VarianCe

HiHi LoLo Source df E

Current 12.90 12.17 Level i 12.82 .01

Former 13.49 , 12.00 Current-
Former 1 .46 n.s.

Inter-
action

Er
1

197

1.48 n.s.

HiHi LoLo Source df F P.

Current 11.36 10.93 Level 1 4.14 .04

Former 12.53 11.19 Current-
Former 1 4.52 .05

Inter-
action 1 1.19 n.s.

Error 197
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These items probably were assessing the same general dimension of

satisfaction but are less reliable then the rating scales. Overall, parents

high in extent of involvement in Head Start seemed to have a higher opinion

of their success and skill level to begin with, but increased more in

general satisfaction than low involvement parents.

Alienation and Locus of Control. The previous, discussion suggested

that the parents generally were neither alienated nor did they feel victims

of fate. Scores in all groups tended to be positive, and there were no

significant differences in the locus of control scores.

However; parents high in extent of involvement did show more positive

attitudes on both of the alienation scales. The only significant difference

was on extent of involvement on the work and social alienation scale, but

the overall comparison of the mean scores and the approach to significance

of the other differences suggests that, a real difference probably exists

on both scales, and that it was limited to the current parents. These

result are shown in Table P6.

Attitude Toward Education. There were no significant differences

between parents on the value they placed on education, the way they felt

about their ability to influence education., or their own ability to help

their children.

Parent Attitudes and Type of Involvement

To determine differences in parents with different types of in-

volvement, those parents who were above the median on decision-making, but

below the, median on the learner role were compared with parents who were

above on learner, but below on the decision-making role.
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Table P6

Analysis of Variance and Mean Alienation Scores of Parents

General Alienation
Mean Score by Extent of Participation Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLo Source df F E.

Current 13.19 11.87 Level 1 3.41 .07

Former 12.56 12.57 Current-
Former 1 .01 n.s.

Inter-
action 1 3.58 .06

Error 197

Work and Social Alienation
Mean Score by Extent of Participation Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLo Source df

Current 33.38 30.53 Level 1 5.13 .03

Former 32.53 32.26 Current-
Former

Inter-

1 .40, n.s.

action 1 3.48 .07

Error 197

*
Lower scores in Table P6are an indication of alienation.

There were no significant differences between parents who were involved

in decision-making but not learner roles, and those involved in learner but

not decision-making activities. Parent attitudes appeared to be related to

either the general parent extent of involvement or the program, but not to

type of involvement. Lack of any apparent differences between types of

involvement may have been due to the fact that the parents in the two

groups who were classified as involved in one role but not in the other
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were not as different as the classification suggests. Those involved in

decision-making, while not high in the learner role, did tend to havd some

learner involvement, and those involved in learner roles tended to have at

least some decision-making *functions. With a much larger sample of parents

it might have been possible to isolate groups that were 141ss similar in type

of involvement, and in that case some differences might have emerged.

Parent Attitudes and Current=Forme-Status

There were some significant differences between current and fctmet

parents. Former parents in HiHi and LoLo centers seemed lower in general

satisfaction, while current parents in these centers we're higher in this

variable. Former parents indicated that they felt more successful and

skilled in the past than did current'parents, although there were no

differences in ratings of present sucess. The difference in scores on

the alienation scales between parents high in extent ofinvolvement and

those low in involvement occurred only for current parents and not for

former parents.

These few differences did not lend themselves to any consistent inter-

preta\ tion suggesting major differences in attitude betweeri current and

former parents.

Summary: Attitudes of Parents and Head Start Involvement

There were no differences across site classifications in general

satisfaction, and probably not, in alienation. Even though one alienation

scale shofred, a significant interaction with site and current-former status,

1

that dif erence did not lend itself to a clear interpretation. The only real

differen e across sites was probably in the feelings that the parents have

about th ir own ability to control their environment. The locus of control



114

scale scores were generally high, indicating that parents did feel in

control, but were somewhat higher in the sites where parents were involved

in Head Start. The results were very similar on the scale measuring parents'

attitudes toward being able to influence the educational system. In sites

where parents were involved in Heal Start, they felt better able to influence

their environment generally and the school system'in particular. The

section of this report on institutional change shows that parent involvement

was actually related to getting things done in the community, and the feelings

of parents in these settings may have been a very realistic assessment

of their actual influence.

Parents who were high in extent of involvement indicated that they

felt somewhat more successful and skilled than low-involvement parents. Their

ratings of skill level were higher in the past than those of low-involvement

parents, and stayed higher even though both groups increased somewhat.

These parents were also slightly better educated, and the higher level of

feeling of success was probably a function of general characteristics of

the high- invol "Jement group; i.e., it was probably a function of those

things which may have helped bring them into involvement in the first place.

These same high involvement parents shoaled a greater increase in

general satisfaction than parents who were low in extent of involvement.

This increase may have been a result of.their involvement in Head Start.

The current high-involyed parents showed a better score on the alienation

scale as well. This scale may be measuring a general feeling of social

acceptance and involvement. If so, the high involvement of these particular

parents in Head Start would make the higher score reasonable. The difference

disappeared for former parents when they woreno longer immediately involved.

Overall, the general satisfaction of parents may have been, related to

their extent of involvement. There was a greater increase in satisfaction
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in parents who were highly involved. These parents "also felt more successful

and skilled, but this was true before their Head Start involvement as weli.

The effect of the type of parent involvement in the site was different.

Parents in different sites did not show differences in satisfaction but did

show greater feelings of being able to influence their environment in those

sites where they have been involved in Head Start--particularly in decision-

making roles.

II. Paid Employees

The paid employee sample scores were very high on the measures of

parent involvement in both learner and decision-making roles. In fact,

the mean scores were so similar to those of highly involved parents that a

detailed examination of the learner-and decision-making classifications was

made.for the paid employees. Of the sample of 55 paid employees, all but

10 were classified above the median of the other parents on both the learner

role and the decision-making role. At this point it was clear that the

.paid employee sample, in terms of parent involvement, was comparable only

to the group of parents classified as having high extent of involvement on

both learner and decision-making roles, and that to make meaningful com-

parisons, they should be compared With that group in order to determine

whether being paid had a differential effect.

Since a few paid employees could not be classified as high involvement

on both independent variables, to make the groups completely comparable,

these were eliminated from the sample. The paid employees who were elimin-

ated provided too small a sample for separate analysis.
O
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All of the comparisons between paid employees and parents with high

extent of involvement have been placed in one table for convenience (Table P7).

The first part of the table compares background characteristics, the remainder

deals with parent attitudes and community involvement.

The paid employees were somewhat different in basic characteristics.

Those parents averaged 3 1/2 years older, their employment stability was

considerably higher, and they had been in the community about five years

longer. It is possible that Head Start programs tended to select slightly

older and more stable residents as employees, although the employment

stability could be a direct result of employment by Head Start. The only

differences between highly involved parents and paid employees were in

birth order of the child who was in Head Start and having had children in

Head Start over a longer period. These were probably related to age,

and may have.also indicated that paid employees had been selected from

those involved in Head Start longer.

Aside from these background characteristics, there were no significant

differences between paid employees and other parents, highly involved in

both learner and decision-making roles. Being a paid employee was one way

of being involved. Being a volunteer, highly involved parent was another.

Both seeemed to have effects on the parents, but it was the high level

of involvement that seemed to be critical, not the fact of being paid.

III. Parent Participation in Head Start and Community Involvement

One of the goals of parent involvement in Head Start is to increase

parents' involvement not only in the education of their children, but

generally in their community as well. Two measures of community involve-

ment were developed. One was based on the questions used by Educational
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Testing Service in their survey of Head Start programs. These questions

asked parents specifically about their involvement in church groups, politics,

edcuation, social groups, etc. The questions were modified for use in the

present study to obtain greater detail, particularly in activity level

within organizations. They were also rephrased to determine not only

what parents are doing now, but what they were doing a couple of years

ago, so that changes in community involvement that were related to Head

Start involvement could be assessed.

A second set of indices involved ratings on four-point semantic

differential -typ' scales indicating how parents felt about participation in

the community, their influence in the community, and how well they were

accepted by the community. These items were designed to assess parents'

feelings about community involvement.

Community Involvement and Site Classification

The amount of activity in the community did not show a significant

difference across site classifications for either the past or the present,

but the change from past to present was' significant. There was a signifi-

cant current-former difference and a significant site classification dil-

ference (Table P8). The former parents increased in community activity

from the time when they had children in Head Start to the present. Among

current parents there was an increase from before their children were in

Head Start to the preseht, and the parents in HiHi centers showed a decrease,

with less involvement.

In terms of the parents overall feelings about being involved in the

community, there was again a change from past to present (Table P8). In

this case, both current and former parents, in centers where parents were

highly involved in decision-makihg, showed more positive change in their

feeling of being involved.
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Table P8

Community Involvement by Site Classification

Difference in Amount of Activity, Past to Present

Mean Difference by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo

Current -1.27 1.04 -.18 .29

Former .02 1.58 1.00 1.63

Source df

Site 3 2.76 .05

Current-
Former 1 4'.29 .04

Inter-
action

-
3 .119 n.s.

Error 376

Change in Feelings of Being Involved, Past to Present

Means Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo

Current 2.42 2.39 2.19 2.15

Former 2.33 2.25 2.07 2.15

Source df

Site 3 2.70 .05

Current-
Former 1 1.25 n.s.

Inter-
action 3 .15 n.s.

Error 273

*
3 = positive change
2 = no change
1 = negative change

The difference in these two results could have been an effect of high

involvement directly in Head Start. The measures of community activities did not

include involvement in Head Start, since this was the independent variable in this

study, so the measure was of community involvement outside of Head Start. In centers
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where parents were highly involved in Head Start, outside activities seemed

to drop off. At the same time, the feeling of being involved in the total

community increased in these centers, particularly where parents were

involved in decision-making. The pattern suggested that parents in HiHi

centers got more deeply into Head Start, and dropped off in their other

community activities. It was not clLar if their total involvement,

including Head Start, was higher, but their feeling of being involved

certainly was.
N

The former parents, on the other hand, increased activities outside

of Head Start. When their children were out of Head Start, they in leased

other community activities. But the formerparents did not feel more

involved overall than current parents.

Community Involvement and Extent of Parent Involvement in'Head Start

There were significant differences in community activities between

parents who were high in extent of involvement in Head Start and non-

IP

involved parents (Table P9). The mean differences were very large both at

present and in the past. Parents with high extent of involvement were

more involved in community activities.

There was also a significant current-former difference in present

0 activities in the community. Former parents showed a higher level of

activity outside of Head Start than did current parents. Current parents

actually dropped off in activity, while former parents increased once their

children were out of Head Start.

Regarding feelings of being involved, parents who were highly in-

volved in HAad Start felt more involved in their communities both now and6

in the past (Table P9). The change scores were also significant, and

parents who had a high extent of involvement felt as though they had

changed over time.
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Table P9

Community Involvement by Extent of Parent Involvement

Community Activities of Parents

Present

Means Score by Extent of Involvement Anal' is of Variance

HiHi LoLo Source df F
P...'

Current 5.78 1.20 Level 1 40.50 .01

Former 8.05 1.91 Current-
Former 1 4.64 .04 :

Inter-

action 1 :86, n.s.

Error 196

Past

Mean Score by Extent of Involvement Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLo Source df F 2.

Current 6.03 1.33 Level 1 28.90 .01

Former 5.82 1.94 Current-
,-Former 1 .01 n.s.

Inter-
action 1 .26 n.s.

Error 196
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Table P9 (Cont.)

Parent Feelings About Community Involvement

Present

Means score by Extent of Involvement Analysis-of Variarice

HiHi LoLo

Current 8.73 6.87

Foimer 8.84 6.86

6- -ge df

Level 1 36.40

Current-
Former. 1 .05

Inter-
action 1

Error '197

.03

.01

n.s.

n.s.

Past

Mean Score by Extent of Involvement Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLo

Current 7.37 6.97

Former 8.00 6.58

Source df

Level 1 7.18 .01

Current-
Former 1 .14 n.s.

Inter-
action 1 2.25 n.s.

Error 197
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Table P9 (Cont.)

Change

Mean Score by Extent of Involvement Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLo Source df 2.

Current 2.48 1.93 Level 1 17.08 .01

Former 2.33 2.08 Current-
Former 1 .00 n.s.

Inter-

action 1 2.34 n.s.

Error 197

*3 = positive change.
2 =.no change
1 = negative change

Parents who were highly involved in Head Start were clearly the same

ones who were also involved in other activities in their communities in

the past. Low involvement parents had very low involvement in other

activities as well, either in the present or in the past. It was clear that

Head Start did not create the involvement of those parents who were in-

volved--they were already actively involved in their communities. But when

the parents developed a high extent of involvement in Head Start, they

may have dropped off somewhat in other community activities for the

time being. At the same time,their feeling of total involvement in the

community was likely to increase, a reasonable result since Head Start

activity would be a part of that total involvement. When these parents be-

came former parents, their activity level in the community outside of Heead

Start was likely to return to its original level or even to increase some-

what, and their feelings of being involved remained high.
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Community Involvement and Type of Involvement in Head Start

There were no significant differences in either activity or feelings

about community involvement related to type of involvement.

Summary: Community Involvement and Parent Involvement in Head Start

Former parents showed increased activities outside of Head Start,

suggesting that later, when their children left Head Start, they increased

their community involvement somewhat. But their feelings of total

involvement in the community were not greater than those of current parents.

In sites where parents were highly involved in Head Start in both

decision-making and learner roles, there may have been a slight decrease

in other activities in the community. The parents may have been busy with

Head Start, and reduced their involvement somewhat in the rest of the

community. Former parents in these sites seemed to have returned to their

previous level of other activity. Both former and current parents in sites

where parents have been involved highly in decision-making tended to feel

more involved in the community.

Those parents who tended to be high in community involvement in the

past were likely to be 4-he ones who developed a high extent of involvement

in Head Start. Their other activities in the community may have been

reduced slightly while they were involved in Head Start, but after their

children left Head Start, these parents either returned to their original

level of activity or even increased it somewhat. These highly involved

parents showed a pattern of increasing their feeling of being involved when

their children entered Head Start, and retaining this high level of.feeling

after their children left Head Start. Parents who had a low extent of

involvement started out with lower community involvement, and did not show

any changes either in activity or in their feeling of being involved, either

over the period when their children were in Head Start or after they left.
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Parent involvement in Head Start may have been related to community

involvement. There were some indications that Head Start programs where

parents were highly active may have helped to develop feelings of community

involvement, but the chapges seemed more likely to occur in those parents

who were involved. They were more likely to experience and feel increased

total involvement over the period that their children were in Head Start,

and this was likely to continue after their children enter school.

IV. Participation in Head Start and Self-Concept of Head Start Mothers

The Miskimins Self-Goal-Other Scale (MSGO) was selected for measure-

ment of self concept. The test includes_a validity measure which assesses

either a negativistic attitude to the test or random responding. The

directions for the test are somewhat difficult to interpret to the subject,

and some of the parents did not complete it accurately. Some tests in-

cluded blank items, and on others the validity scale was too high, in-

dicating invalidity. In all, approximately 250 accurate profiles were

available for analysis.

A recently completed study showed that male and female responses to

being disadvantaged are very different, and that it is necessary to inter-

pret their responses separately. There were only 23 male profiles in the

sample of valid profiles--too few for analysis--so these were eliminated

and only feMale profiles were considered.

Self-Concept of Parents and Site Classification

There were no significant differences for the main effects across

site classifications, but there were three significant interactions between

current-former status and site. These ...eurred on the total score,. on scale

3 and on scaly 5. Results appear in Table P10.
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Table P10

Self-Concept Measures of Parents by Site Classification

Total Score: Negative Self-Concept

Site ClMean Score by Classification Analysis of Variance

Current

Former

HiHi HiLo - LoHi LoLo Source df

3

1

3

294

F

.69

.55

2.70

. 2.

n.s.

n.s.

.05

24.

28.1

8 35.76

25.42

28.78

27.93

27.39

29.45

Site

.,

Current-
Former

Inter-
. action

Error

3: Overvaluing Others

Mean Score b Site Classification Analysis of Variance

H'Hi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df F 2.

Current 6.87 3.85 4.80 Site

0
3 1.51 n.s.

Former 4.13 3.18 4.68 Current-
Former 1 .11 n.s.

Inter-
action 3 2.92 .04

Error 294

O
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Table P10 (Cont.)

Scale 5: Globally Critical of Others

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df

Current 1.18 1.76 1.31 1.33 Site 3 1.22 n.s.

Former 1.48 .63 2.04 2.24 Current-
Former 1 .67 n.s.

Inter-
action 3 3.21 .03

Error 294

An examination of the mean scores showed that the current parents in

the HiLo sites had higher scores on the total and on Scale 3. High S ores

on these two scales would occur because of a mild rejection of the self,

or self-denigration. A more extreme version of this pattern would occur

in people who were severely depressed and felt really worthless. Actually,

even these significantly higher scores would be near the mean of the general

population on this test, so the difference cannot be considered a large or

very meaningful one, even though statistically significant. Further, there

was no evidence from the measures evaluating general satisfaction .that

current parents in HiLo centers were more unhappy or dissatisfied than other

groups. There was a somewhat larger percentage of Mexican-Americans in

the HiLo. group, and for some reason these current parents may have responded

to this particular test by indicating lower self-esteem, but the lack of

other differences that should have occurred to suppoit this finding would

still suggest that this particular finding was not meaningful.
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Former parents, in sites where parents were not involved in decision-
-

making, score higher on scale 5. This scale indicates that these parents

had relatively high self-esteem, but that they felt others were critical of

them in very basic ways--saw them as less intelligent, less successful,

etc. The difference in this case, while it appeared small, placed the higher.

group a full standard deviation above the mean on the test norms, and suggests

that the difference might be important.

Self-Concept of Parents and Extent of Parent Involvement

The only significant difference relAted to extent of parent involvement

was one significant interaction on scale 5. The former parents who were

c

low in extent of involvement felt criticized by others (Table P11). Again,

the mean score was a standard deviation above the mean on the test norms.

Individuals high on this scale would not only tend to feel others were orig-
.

cal of them, but wouldctend to "be cautious and more suspicious of others,

and would be less likely to form deep and meaningful relationships' because .

they feel others do not value them highly.

,Self-Concept of Parents and Ty2e.of Involvement

There were no significant differences associated with type of involvement.

Summary: Self-Concept and Parent Involvement

The differences found in relation to the total score and scale 3, sug-

gesting there might be slightly higher dissatisfaction and lower self-esteem

in the current parents in HiLo sites, did not seem meaningful. The dif-

ferences found in relation to scale 5 may be a different matter. These

suggested that some parents have feelings of being looked down on by others,

and that they might tend to be suspicious and less able to form meaningful

relationships. The score was high enough to be of concern. Parents with

children in Head Start did not have these feelings, but the former parents
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Table P11

Self Concept Measures of Parents by Extent of Involvement

Scale 5: Globally Critical of Others, Parent Involvement

Mean Score by Level of Involvement Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLd Source df P.

Current 1.23 .96 Level 1 1.43 n.s.

Former 1.03 2.09 Current-
Former 1 1.99 n.s.

Inter-
action 1 4.07 .05

Error 151

z,

in some 'situations did. These f rmer parents were the ones who either came

from sites where parents had not been involved in decision -making or were

.not personally involved in Head Start.

The finding here was somewhat isolated, and needs further confirmation,

but finding the differe%ce only in former parents across both sites and

extent of involvement, and the actual size of the mean difference (a full

standard deviation above the mean on the original scale) suggested that it

May have been a real difference. The implications are very serious. The

section of this report on community involvement indicated that parents with

high involvement in Head Start were also involved in the community in other

ways, and continued that involvement after their children left Head Start.

These parents continued to feel accepted. The fact that they tended to

return to their other community activities and felt even more involved in

the community after Head Start may help explain why. If they had-not

been involved in the community or in Head Start, during the time they had

children in Head Start they seemed to feel accepted. But later, when the
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children left, these parents began to feel rejected by others. This may

just be a coincidence. The parents were getting older, and the parent

types who were not involved may have begun to develop feelings of rejection

with time. But it is also possible that even their child's attending

Head Start had helped make them feel part of the Community. When that ends,

the change may have begun to occur.

V. Factors Which Effect Parent Participation

An indication of reasons for parent involvement or non-involvement

in Head Start was obtained by examining and categorizing parents' responses

to the following questions:

Do you feel that you have been actively' involved in Head Start?

Yes No. If you answered Yes, why were you or are you

actively involved? If you answered No, why haven't you been

more actively involved in Head Start?

After a perusal of the responses to these questions, several response.:

categories were developed for the predominant reasons given for involvement

or non-involvement. A tally was then made of all responses with minor

modifications of the response categories occuring as needed to summarize

the information. No statistical analysis was p:,..rformed other than a

ranking of the response categories from most to least frequently occurring

responses. In many cases, one person would give more than one reason for

either becoming involved or not becoming involved in Head Start. In such

cases, all reasons listed would be tallied in the appropriate response

category. Many parents failed to adequately explain their reasons for
o

involvement or non-involvement. The parents would either fail to answer

the questions, give an answer which was inappropriate to the questions, or

give an answer which was so general as to defy categorizing.

131
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The reasons given by parents for not becoming involved in the Head

Start program were more substantive than the reasons given for becoming

involved in that they were more frequently related to a specific, identi-

fiable factor. The most frequently given reason for not becoming involved

was that other responsibilities in the home, generally those resulting,

from the presence of other children in the family, prevented them from

becoming active in the program. Employment was the next most frequently

occurring reason given for not being involved. This reason was given

only slightly fewer times than home responsibilities. Illness cr personal

problems, transportation, and difficulty in finding a babysitter were given

as reasons for not becoming involved. The frequency was very similar for

these three reasons. Numerous other reasons for not becoming involved

were given, but none were given frequently enough to merit consideration

as an important factor.

4
Reasons given for participating in Head Start were less substantive

and, therefore, proved more difficult to place in general response cate-

gories for the purpose of summari.zing parents' responses. Evidence of this

is shown by the parents who responded. "(I became involved) because I think

it is a very good thing." However, responses did fall into five response

categories frequently enough to be indicative of the major reasons given

for becoming involved by those parents who answered the question. The

benefits to be incurred by the child or the community from participation

in Head Start was put forth most frequently as a reason for becoming in-

volved. Such reasons for becoming involved as "because Head Start has done

so much for my son" were typical of the responses listed in this category.

The next most frequently occuring reason could be attributed to a parent's

interest in working with children, either her own or others. The opportunity

for personal development through parent participation and the opportunity

to volunteer in some activitiy were given as reasons an equal number of
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times, and were next in frequency of occurrence. Finally, the chance to

beccme involved with other adults was the least frequent occurring

response in the five response categories that were felt to have enough

responses to warrant mention.

133
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Parent Participation and Child Measurement Outcomes

Analysis of the child measurement data involved looking at differ-

ences in the child dependent variable outcomes based on: 1) site classifi-

cation, 2) parent participation classification:, (extent and type), 3) paid

employee role, and 4) current-former status.

The first §eries of analyses dealt with differences among the

children based ondiffering, site classifications. This involved compari-

sons of dependent variable ou .:)mes based on pooling the subjects from

each of the four site classifications. Since there was a fairly large

number of subjects in each site classification, comparison of the

children on a current-former basis was also included in this analysis

and resulted in a two-way analysis of variance with four levels of

site classification,and two levels of time status, i.e., current and

former.

The second series of analyses involved comparisons of the childrg on

dependent variable outcomes related to the extent of parent participation.

Here the children were divided into those whose parents had high scores on

the decision-making and learner roles (HiHi) and those whose parents had

low scores on the same roles (LoLo). Current-former status wac- also in-

cluded, resulting in two-way analyses of variance. The current-forMer

variable was included in these analyses because of the possibility that

significant interactions between the extent of parent participation and

current-former status might occur.

The third series of analyses involved comparisons of the children on

dependent variable outcomes relatedto the type of parent participation.
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In these analyses the children were divided into those whose parents had

high scores only on the decision-making role, and those whose parents had

high scores only on the learner,role. Current-former status was also in-

cluded to allow for the analysis of possible interactions between the type

of parent participation and time factors. This resulted in two-way analyses

of vfriance, with two levels of- parent participation type and two levels

of time status or each measure.

The final series of analyses involved comparisons of those children

whose parents were paid employees of the Head Start center and those who

were not. Inspection of the parent participation scores for the paid

employees indicated that the great majority fell into the high decision-

making and learner classification. Consequently, to test the relationship

of the paid employee role to child dependent variable outcomes, a comparison

was made only between those children whose parents were in the high decision-

making and learner classifications, and those children whose parents

were high in both of those roles,' and also were paid employees. This is

the same procedure as that followed in analyzing the parent data.

A number of current-former status main effects occurred where site

classification, extent of parent participation, or type of parent partici-

pation were also_significant. These results are reported in a separate

section devoted exclusively to current-former differences. If an interaction

occurred between current-former status and any of the variables of primary

concern (site classification, extent of parent participation, type of parent

participation), it is discussed in the appropriate section.
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Analysis of Site Classification Results

This section reports results of outcomes on the child dependent variables

based on a classification of sites according to decision-making and learner

dimensions. Comparisons are made between the children in the RIU, RiLo,

Lai, and LoLo sites with6ut regard for the parent participation

classification. Time dependent effects are also included in the analysis'

.and make it possible to analyzer interactions where results may be best

explained'by a combination of site and current-former characteristics.

The dependent variables have been grouped into logical areas for

'Kesentation in tables. Each table will present a summary of the analysis

of variance for the dependent measures.with F-test, significance levels,

and means by site and current-former status. Typically, the .05 level of

significafice will be taken as a reportable difference, but strong trends in

the data will also be indicated.*

All outcomes in which an interaction-between sites and current-former

status occur must be iraerpreted with-caution. The current-former differ-

ences reported, here are\dot based on a longitud:5nAl study of the same

children compared at two different points in time, but'rather on cross-
-.

ftb -

sectional data where tw different age grouis are compared at the same point

in time. Caution.is especially needed where "sieep6 effects," in whioh a

i

particular outcome is described as emerging after a period of time, are

suggested. Without some assurance of tha equivalence of the current and

4.

*Instead of using the conventional .05 or .01 significance levels for
reporting results, the tables report all significance levels that reach -.10
or better. As a pilot study, it is important that strong trends in the °
results be reported for the benefit of future research. To report non-
significance based on the conventional standards might prematurely eliminate
certain variables which, if defined or measured in other ways, could be
extremely important for future studies to consider.
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former groups on significant dimensions it becomes difficult to attribute

the emergence of an effect to the passage of time. Mary other things which

could have produced the same outcome also change over tune and may interact

with site classification factors.

Verbal Intelligence

As Table Cl indicates, a highly significant site difference occurred

on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test; a measure of verbal intelligence

based on hearing vocabulary. Inspection of the means indicates that children

from the HiHi and LoHi sites have the highest scores, but the major

difference occurs between the children in the LoLo_sites and those in other

site classifications. The greatest difference thus appears between the

sites with low parent participation in both roles and those with high

participation in at least one role. The negligible difference between

the HiHi and LoHi sites suggests that,a high classification on the learner
A

role may be a more important factor in the higher verbal intelligence of

the children.

Table C1
Means and Analysis of Variance of

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Scores:
Site Classification and Current-Former Status

Mean I.Q. Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance.

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Spurce df F P<

Current 93.42 90.09 92.82 86.19 Site 3 4.93 .002

Former 95 '1 92.92 95.75 86.51 Current-
Former 1 1.45 n.s.

Inter-
action 3 .13 n.s.

Error 362
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Motor 'Inhibition Tasks

Analysis of the results of performance on the Draw-A-Line Test, a

measure of the ability to inhibit motor response when the task calls for

it, is presented in this section.

Significant site classificatiOn differences occurred on the DraW-A-

Line Test Trial I and Draw-A-Line Test Trial II, and are reported in

Tables C2 and C3, respectively. In both cases, the pattern of group means

was for the HiLo site children to have the highest time, while the Hi9i site

children had the lowest time. Although the group means indicate a differ-

ence in the ability to inhibit a response when the task calls for it,

the interpretation of the difference is less clear.

Table C2

Means and Analysis of Variance of Draw-A-Line Trial I Scores:
Site Classification and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

hiHi HiLo LoHi e LoLo Source df F

Current 13.60 21.07 15.30 19.78 Site 3 6.05 .001

Former 17.81 32.35 23.38 20.53 Current-
Former 1 10.87 .001

Inter-
action 3 1.56 n.s.

Error 377

O
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Table C3

Analysis of Variance for Draw-A-Line Trial II Scores:
Site Classification and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df F E

Cui.-ent 21.21 28.54 19.72 28.83 Site 3 4.50 .004

Former 27.78 49.89 34.05 37.11 Current-
Former 1 18.35 .001

Inter-
action 3 1.28 n.s.

Error 377

Conceived of as an indication of the child's standing on a reflective-

impulsive dimension, the higher mean scores could indicate a more reflective

approach to tasks and a greater ability to inhibit impulsive behavior.

However, the literature also suggests that greater response time may be

indicative of a fear of failure. Lower mean times woulu then suggest that

the child feels free to respond without fear of failure or the reaction

it might bring from others. Since these same children scored best on the

Picture Vocabulary test, this latter interpretation may be the better one.

This could mean that the children in the HiHi and LoHi sites would be

more spontaneous in a learning situation and less sensitive to the prospect

of failure. As with the results for the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

the strength of the learner role may be the more important factor in the

differences.
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Self-Concept

The Brown-IDS was used as the primary instrument for assessing self-

concept differences. It is probably the only self-concept measure for

preschool children that provides a measure of self-perceptions and per-

ceived perceptions of the self by socially significant others. Its advan-

tage in this battery was to provide a measure of self-concept and some

indication of the child's feelings about how others see him.

The Self-referent and the Teacher-referent were used in this study,-

. As described in the section on instrumentation, the Self-referent involves

the child's endorsement of bipolar adjective pairs based on what the child

thinks of himself. The Teacher-referent involves the child's endorsement

of the same items based on what he thinks his teacher thinks of him.

Chi-square analysis was used for analyzing the results. The dichoto -

mous yes-no scoring system with the restricted range of scores and the

skewness of the distribution for the items makes the use of conventional

analysis of variance inappropriate. In addition, each of the sixteen

items is analyzed separately rather than being combined into a total mean

score for the Self or Teacher referent.

Tat-le C4 reports the results of the Chi-square analysis by clasSifi-

cation only for those items which reached a significance level of .10

or better on either the Self or Teacher referent. Three items on the

Self-referent are reported: Clean-Dirty, Good looking-Ugly, and Likes

to play with other kids-Doesn't like to play with other kids. For the

Clean-Dirty difference the pattern is for a higher percentage
00

of the high decision-making site children to endorse
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the negative alternative than the children from the other sites. For

the terms Good Looking-Ugly, the pattern is for a higher percentage of

the high learner site children to endorse the negative alternative. For

the terms Likes to play with other kids-Doesn't like to play with other

kids, the pattern is for a higher percentage of the high decision-making

site children to endorse thq negative alternative.

The only significant site difference for the Teacher-referent

occurred on the Smart-Stupid item. In this case, the pattern is for a

higher percentage of the low decision-making and learner children to

endorse the negative alternative.

Table C4

Chi-Square Analysis of Brown-IDS Responses for Self
and Teacher Referent Based on Site Classification

Items X2.

Clean-Dirty 8.78 .03

Self
Referent Good Looking-Ugly 7.48 .06

Likes to Play with other kids-Doesn't
Like to play with other kids 6.59 .09

Item

Teacher
Referent Smart-Stupid 11.11 .01

O



N

142

There does not appear to be a clear interpretation of the differences

on the Self-referent that relates directly to site classification. Children

from the high decision-making sites do tend to evaluate themselves more

negatively on a cleanliness dimension, and on the basis of liking for play

with other children. But it is difficult to find a logic: explanation for

these differences that relates to the site classification from which the

children come. Similarly, children for the high learner sites evaluate

themselves more negative* on a physical attractiveness dimension, but the

site classification from which they come offers little in the way of explana-

tion for this difference. Lacking more substantial evidence for a direct

relationship between these outcomes and site classification the safest general

interpretation is that these differences are attributable to factors other

than site classification.

The Smart-Stupid item difference on the Teacher Referent where the

children from low decision - Snaking and learner sites endorse the "Stupid"

alternative more frequently does appear to ;lave some logical connection to

site classification. Again the difference is between those sites with

high parent participation in at least one of the decision- making, or learner

roles and those sites with minimal participation in both roles. The picture

vocabulary results also,show lower scores for children in sites with mini-

mum parent participation. The children in these sites feel that teachers

do not view them as favorably and at the same time are showing poorer per-

formance on vocabulary. That both of these occur in sites with low parent

participation may be meaningful.
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Self-Social Constructs

Although there is some overlap between the Brown -IDS and certain of

the dimensions measured by some of the subscales of the Self-Social Constructs,

it was felt that e,separate presentation of the data would allow for a

better understanding'pf the outcomes. The nature of the test stimuli and

certain of the characteristics measured by this test can be seen as

aspects of self-concept but they can also be confused with self-concept

measures, which they are not. In addition, each subscale actually consti-

tutes a test in itself and can be interpreted individually but meaningful

interpretation often depends on the results for other subscales.

Self-Esteem. Significant site differences occurred on the Self-Esteem

subscale (Table C5). The pattern of means across sites was for the HiHi

group to score the highest, and the HiLo group to score lowest. The current-

former difference reported in Table C5 indicates that self-esteem on this

scale increases as age increases. The HiHi site children are among the

youngest group of children, being almost six months younger than LoLo

children. That the HiHi children should have higher self-esteem scores

than the other sites makes the difference even more significant in terms

of the influence of site classification as a context variable.
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Table C5

Means and Analysis of Variance of Self-Esteem Scores:
Site Classification and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df

Current 12.53 10.50 12.05 11.67 Site 3 3.24 .02

Former 14.00 12.46 13.41 13.32 Current-
Former 1 13.62 .001

Inter-
action 3 .09 n.s.

Error 379

Social Interest. The Social Interest Subscale also showed a significant,

site difference (Table C6). In this case; the HiLo sites showed the highest

score, followed by the LoLo sites, and finally by the HiHi and LOHi site

classifications. The Social Interest scale presents a problem in inter-

pretation. It has been seen as both a measure of interest in others and

as in indication of dependency in younger children. The interpretation that

is chosen depends somewhat on certain other characteristics of the subjects.

Since the LoLo children attained a relatively low self-esteem score it may be

possible that an interpretation of their high score on this test ref...'cts,

a higher dependency. On the other hand, the high self-esteem score of the

HiHi children could mean that their relatively high score on social interest

may be reflective of greater social response to others. The lower score of

the LoHi group corresponds to the lower score on the self-esteem scale, and

may reflect a lower interest in others. Although the context variable of

of site classification appears directly related to the social interest score

of the children from within those sites, interpretation is difficult.
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Means and Analysis of Variance of Social Interest:
Site Clallsification and Current-Former Status
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Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

Huh HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df F 2.

Current 3.84 3.98 3.84 3.97 Site 3 2.57 .05

Former 3.83 4.00 3.86 3.95 Current-
Former 1 .00 n.s.

Inter-

action 3 .05 n.s.

Error 379

Individuation. A significant site effect also occurred on Individuation,

(Table C7), a subscale closely related to self-esteem and social interest.

Individuation is taken to be a measure of the degree to which the child

feels a separate identity from others, with higher scores indicating higher

level of individuation. The pattern of mean differences is for the HiLo

site to have the highest score followed by the LoHi, HiHi and LoLo sites.

The mean difference between each of the sites in this order is roughly

equal. The pattern of means for this subscale is somewhat puzzling based

on the pattern of scores of the Self-Esteem and Social Interest subscales.

It would appear that the sites ranked as having parent participation of

some kind are all different from the sites that did not, but the ordering

of means within the part,cipation sites does not lend itself to a direct

logical explanation.

0



Table C7

Means and Analysis of Variance for Individuation Scores:
Site Classification and Current-Former Status

Mean Score bV'Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi Hilo _LoHi -LoLo Source df F

Current .72 .84 .71 .67 Site 3 2.90 .04

Former .53 .89 .81 .42 Current- --
,former 1

Inter-
action 3 1.36 n.s.

Error 379
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Identification with Significant Others. The subscales which measure

identification with significant others show a remarkable consistency. Site

classification effects occurred on three of the four scales: Identification

with Mother, Identification with Father, and Identification with Friends

(Tables C8, C9, and C10). Although the Identification with Teacher subscale

did not show a significant main effect of site classification, a significant

interaction between site and current- former ttatus also occurred on this

subscale. Equally remarkable is the consistent pattern of mean differences

that occurred on each of the subscales. The HiHi sites tend to show the

most identification, with the HiLo sites showing similar scores. Sites

where parents are-low-in-decision-making, the LoLo and LoHi sites, show the

least identification. The children in the high decision-making sites show

the most identification with significant others and those in low decision-

making sites show the least.
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Table C8

Means and Analysis of Variance of Identification with Mother Scores:
Site Classification and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df F

Current 3.81 3.38 4.19 4.10 Site 3 2.33 .07

Former 3.78 4.11 4.54 4.66, Current-
former 1 3.05 .08

Inter-
action 3 .50 n.s.

Error 379

Table C9

Means and Analysis of Variance of Identification with Father Scores:
Site Classification and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo

Current 3.93 3.84 4.37 4.57

Former 3.94 A.41 5.19 4.74

Source df F E

Site 3 2.39 .07

Current-
former 1 2.34 n.s.

Inter-
action 3'

Error 379

.52 n.s.

co

N.
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TABLE C10

Means and Analysis of Variance of Identification with

Friends Scores: Site Classification & Current-Former,

)

Status

Mean Score byrSite Classification Analysis of Variance

Hie HiLo LoHi ,LoLo Source df

Current 3.71 1.57 4.55 4.11 Site 3 2.94 .03

Former 3.94 4.462 5.19. 11.18 Current-
Former 1 3.61 .06

Inter-

action 3 .70 n.s.

Error 379

Interpretation of the identification with other subscales also depends on

other characteristics of the subjects. The consistently higher identification

score for the sites with high decision-making could indicate a greater liking

and feeling of closeness for others. However, none of the site means could be

interpreted as reflecting disidentification with others; rather the scores are

reflective of more-or less of a relatively close degree of identification. It

is difficult to determine what might be too close identification with others in

this age group (i.e., indicative of inappropriate dependency and lack of self-

identification). This sort of interpretation would seem to be largely dependent

on age and situation variables. Since the children in the HiHi and HiLo sites

are both younger than the children in the other two sites, the higher degree of

identification with others could indicate greater dependence or it could simply

relate to greater felt acceptance by others. The consistency of the findings

across different identification figures lends weight to a conclusion that the

children from sites with high decision-making may enjoy a closet and more secure

relationship with their parents and peers.
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The only significant interaction of site classification and current-former

status occurred on the Identification with Teacher subscale (Table C11). The

pattern of mean differences is for the children in the HiHi,and LoLo sites to

show greater identification with teacher as time status changes from current to

former while the children in the HiLo and LoHI site categories show less

identification occurs in the LoLo sites and the decrease in identification in both

HiLo and LoHi sites is rather substantial. This interaction is difficult to

interpret in light of other site and current-former differences. It may very

well be a random outcome without significant meaning.

TABLE Cll

Means and Analysis of Variance of Identification with
Teacher Scores: Site Classification and Current-Former Status

Identification with Teacher

Mean Score by Site Classification

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo

Current 4.12 3.73 4.02 4.71

Former 4.00 4.86 5.54 4.47

Analysis of Variance

Source df

Site 3 1.70 n.s.

Current-
Former 1 5.58 .02

Inter-
action 3 3.36

tit

.02

Error 379

Preference for Significant Others. The only other site effect on the Self-

Social Constructs Test occurred on the Preference for Friends s'abscale (Table

C12). Inspection of the means across site classifications indicates that-

children in the LoLo sites showed the highest preference for friends, followed

by the HiHi, LoHi, and HiLo site children.
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The greatest mean difference is between the LoLo sites and the other tl,ret_ site cat-

egories, or between the sites with the least parent participation and those with a

high degree of parent participation in one or both roles.

TABLE C12

Means and Analysis of variance of Preference for

Friends Scores: Site Classification and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo Lo Hi LoLo Source df F P

Current 1.55 1.27 1.40 1.62 Site 3

..._

2.34 .07

Former 1.61 1.51 1.51 1.79 Current-
Former 1 2.36 n.s.

Inter- "

action 3 .17 n.s.

Error 379

Interpretation of this outcome would depend somewhat on the level of

preference for friends that is considered appropriate for children of this age

level. Comparison of the site means for other preferences (Mother, Father,

Teacher) and the Preference for Friends means indicates that the mean scores are

not that discrepant. This means that the Loth site child3:ens' preference for

friends does not occur to the exclusion of others, but it does indicate that

they are more interested in peers than are the children from other sites. Since

the LoLo site children are slightly older than those from the other sites, it

may be that they are at a developmental stage in which peers take on added

significance in their social relationships. 0

Behavior Ratings in the Classroom Environment

The results presented in this section are not for -Ieasures on which the

children perform, but are rating scales which are responded to by their teachers.
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The instrument used to obtain these ratings was thy. Classroom Behavior Inventory

which consists of Task-Orientation, Extroversion and Hostility subscales.

The only significant main effeCt of site classification occurred on the

Extroversion subscale (Table C13). Inspection of the means for each site

classification indicates that children at the HiHi and LoLo sites received the

lowest ratings. Although these di'7erences suggest that the children in these

sites are less extroverted than those in the HiLo and LoHi sites, the differences

are not that great. Converting the means for these groups into item ratings

by dividing by five (the number of items on each subscale) yields a mean

descriptive response of "Freguent_y" for the rated alterna,ives for all groups.

Although statistically significant, the meaning of the differences between

sites classifications does hot seem to be of major concern.

TABLE C13

Means and Analysis of Variance fort4Extroversion
Subscale Cores: Site Classification and.Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis, of Variance

HiHi LoHi LoLo

Current, 23.10 27.36 26.10 24.32

Former 26.39 26.29 27.58 25.11

Source

Site

Current-
Former

Interaction

df
....
F P

3 3.28 .02

1 2.80 .09

3 1.76

r

:Error 370

n.s.

As Table C14 and C15 ind!..ate, significant interactions occurred between

site classification and current-former status on the Hostility and Task Oriertation
elb"

subscales.

I
On the Hostility subscale, current LoLo subjects are given the lowest ratings,

but the former LoLo subjects are given the highest ratings. On the Hostili

)
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subscale, current subjects are rated as less hostile than former subjects if

they are in LoLo sites, but receive highe..: hostility ratings than former

subjects if they are in HiHi sites. Actually;.none of the mean scores in sites

in either current or former status reflect a truly negative level of

hostility for any (f the groups. The mean ratings vary from a descriptive

alternative of "Almost Never" to "Occasionally" for such items as "SloW to

forgive when offended." Clearly, this should not be interpreted as a. major

difference between groups.

TABLE C14

Means and Analysis of Variance of Hostility
Subscale Scores: Site Classification and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df

Current 15.84 13.85 13.30 12.74 Site 3 1.41 n.s.

Former 13.05 13.88 11.58 14.92 Current-
Former l' .63 n.s.

Interaction 3 2.29 ,10

Error 370
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The pattern of site classification means is somewhat similar on the

Task-Orientation subscale in that the former Hilli site children are rated

higher than current HiHi site children. All other site classifications

show a decrease in task-orientation from current to former status. Children

from HiHi sites as a group thus tend to receive higher task-orientation

ratings as they grow older, while the children in other sites show a

decrease under the same conditions.

Table C15

Means and Analysis of Variance of Task-Orientation Subscale Scores:

Site Classification and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df F E

Current 22.14 25.22 23.77 22.10 Site

_
3 1.73 n.s.

Former 24.97 22.09 21.94 21.03 Current-
Former 1 1.18

Inter-
action 3 3.01 .03

Error 370

The mean differences in ratings would appear to be different on a

meaning as well as a statistical basis. Conversion of subscale means to item

means indicates tha the former children in the HiHi sites were more typically

rated in the descriptive category of "Frequently" for such items as "Stays

with a job until he finishes it." The former children in the other sites

would typically be rated closer to a descriptive category of "Half the
0

Time" on the same items. This suggests that real differences exist between

the children in the sites and those in other sites on a Task-Orientation

dimens!on.



154

Behavior Ratings in the Home Environment

As with the ratings on the children in the classroom, the measures

reported in this section are not those on which the children perform, but

rather are ratings of them by parents, and in this case primarily mothers.

The instrument used to obtain these ratings was the Home Behavior Inventory

which consists of six subscales: Introversion, Extroversion, Task-Orientation,

Distractibility, Hostility, and Considerateness.

. The only significant site classification difference was on the Hostility

subscale (Table Cf6). ,Inspection of the means indicates that the high

decision-making sites received the 'highest ratings. Although this is a

statistically-significant difference, the children from the different

sites would not actually appear.to be very different on this rating

dimension. Converted to item means, the ratings for Hini and LoHi sites

would be close to a descriptive rating of "Almost Never" for itans such

as "Stays angry for a long time after a quarrel." T4 descriptive rating

for HiLo and. LoLo sites would be closer to "Occasionally" for similar
A

items. This difference may be suggestive for future studies, but does

not appear to contribute to significant conclusions for present purposes.

Change Ratings of the Children by Their Parents

This section reports the results of an attempt to measure relative

change in the children by having their pa-ents rate the social, emotional,

and learning-activity behaviors of their children at the present time, and

As the children were a couple of years ago. The instrument for these ratings

was theThen and Now Scale which was developed specifically for this project.

For each content area rated, it is possible to obtain a Then score, based on

ratings of the children as they are currently, and a Now-Minus-Then score,

which reflects increase, decrease, or no change in ratings based on a time

framework.
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Table C16

Means and Analysis of Variance of Hostility Subscale Scores:

Site Classification and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df F E.

Current 5.69 7.05 5.44 6.36 Si-e 3 2.70 .05

Former 5.59 6.00 5.63 .5.81 Current-
Former 1 1.34 n.s.

Inter-
action 3 .78 n.s.

Error 273 .

.

A significant main effect occurred on .the Now-Minus-Then Social

subscale and is reported in Table C17. The mean scores for the LoLo sites

were lowest indicating that greater change occurred in those sites with a

high level of parent participatioh in one or both roles than it did in the

sites with generally low parent participation levels. This difference

should not, however, be taken to indicate that no changes took place in

the LoLo sites. All of the mean scores across sites were at a level which

indicated that changes had occurred in the children's social behavior from

approximately two years ago to the time of the current rating.

A significant interaction between site classification and current-

former status also occurred-on the Social Now-Minus-Then subscale and helps

in interpreting overall results on this measure. The pattern of means in-

6

dicates that children from the HiLo, LoHi, and LoLo sites received lower

change ratings going from current to former status while those in the HiHI

sites received higher change ratings under the same conditions. Children

/
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Table C17

Means and Analysis of Variance of Social Now-Then Subscale Scbres:
Site ClassifiCation and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis'of Variance

HiHi HiLo Loili LoLo Source df F E

Current 2.46 2.61 2.71 2.55 Site 3

....

2.73 .04

Former 2.57 2.36 2.53 2.19 Current-

Former 1 7.42 .007

Inter-
adtion 3 2.64 .05

Error 273

in the LoLo sites in particular showed the sharpest drop. In sum, the

pattern of this interaction and the main effects reported above indicate

that children from those sites with a high level of parent participation

in either or both decision-making and leaner roles receive the greatest

change ratings on social behaviors as rated by their parents.

This result could indicate that the parents at the sites where

children were rated as changing are more sensitive to changes in their

children, have children who actually changed more, nr botn factors were

involved in the3:butcomes. Even with the difficulties inherent in attempting

to assess change by this means, it would appear that there is a tendency for

parent involvement to be related to changes in Head Start children's

social behavior.

A significant interaction between site classification and current-

former status also occurred on the Affective Now subscale. The pattern

of means indicates that-the low decision-making sites showed an increase
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in affective rating from current to former status while the high decision-

making Sites showed a decrease. This rating pattern is difficult to

interpet in a way that makes sense in terms of the site classifications.

One might conclude that the children of parents from sites where parents

are highly involved in theidecision-making role rate their children lower

on affective status as they grow older than do parents from sites where

parents are minimally involved or involved only in the leaner role, but

it is difficult to see how this outcome relates directly to a site classifi-

cation variable. This result may have meaning in an overall interpretation

of site differences, but as an isolated finding it seems unrelated to

meaningful site classification differences.

Table C18

'
Means and Analysis of Variance of Affective Now Subscale Scores:

Site Class:.fication anC Current-Former Status

Mean.Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHil LoLo Source df

Current 14.59 14.33 14.24) 14.05 Site 3 .61 n.s.

Former 13.70 14.07 14.87 14.37 Current-
Former 1 .11 n.s.

Inter-
action 3 2.58 .05

Error 273

Summary of Site Classification Differences

Differences occurred between the children of different sites on

intelligence, motor-inhibition tasks, self-concept, self-social constructs,

behavior ratings in the classroom, behavior ratings in the home, and
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ratings of social, learning-activity, and affective status by the children's

parents. There is an almost bewildering array of patterns of mean dif-

ferences, some of which are logical Lased on site classification, and others

which appear to be random results that have little logical connection to

site classification. One of the difficulties in interpreting patterns

of mean differenCes is that site classification is a molar variable. It

is an "atmosphere" dimension that very likely has a significant relation-

ship tothe activities within the centers, but it is hard to identify. what

it is that makes the difference.

What is clear is that site classification does relate directly to the

outcomes on certain child measures. /This strongly suggests that the context

variable of site classification is a significant factor in itself. The

safest conclusion seems to be that a high level of participation in ones

or both parent roles in Head Start Centers leads to better outcomes on the

dependent variables than does minimal participation. ,What is difficult to

establish is the direct causal relationships between something as vague

as site classification and the performance of the bhildren within that

site classification on the child measures.

There are significant differences between site classifications on

a number of demogramphic variables which have a direct bearing on the in-

terpretation of site differences. The most critical difference for the

child outcome measures is the older age of the children in the low decision-

-making and learner sites. The age means for the children by sites indicates

that the children in the low decision-making and learner site are approxi-

mately six months older on the average than the children from the other

sites (HiHi = 66.56 months; HiLo = 66.20 months; LoHi = 68.10 months; and

LoLo = 72.91 months). This makes finds of difference based on partici-

pation in one or both roles versus minimal participation in both roles
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even more significant because many of the differences found (e.g., self-

esteem, behavior ratings in the classroom and home) should favor the LoLo

site children on the age-correlated nature of the measure alone. That

differences occurred favoring parent participation, despite age differences

which might have been expected to neutralize,: the site classification

effect, suggests that the relationship between site variables and out-

comes on child measures may be a potent one.

Another factor that is critical in the interpretation of site results

is the percentage of parent participation by site classification. For

example, there are nearly 50% more HiHi parents in HiHi sitesthen there are

in the LoLo sites. The analysis of variance for extent of parent participa-

tion derr nstrates that this variable does influence child outcome measures.

Site differences could thus be directly influenced by a different extent of

parent participation within the sites. This suggests that interactiohs

between extent of parent participation and site classification may explain

many obtained differences batter than the moderator variables .hat relate

to main effects. Unfortunately, the limited number of subjects that would

have resulted in some of the cells if a factorially complete analysis had

been used precluded examination of this interaction.

Two other demographic variables, the length of time parents have had

children in Head Start and number of previous children in Head Start both

show differences across -ites
)

but do not appear critical to the interpre-

tation of results. In both cases, the high decision-making sites had the

highest score with little difference between the other three _sites. The

role of these differences in explaining various dPnendent variable outcomes

does not appear to be that important except in ::hose cases where tha pattern

of mean differences indicates that certain characteristics of the parents in

high Jecision-maaing sites may have influenced results.



160

Analysis of Extent. of Parent Participation Differences

This section presents the results on child measures based on com-

parisons related to extent of parent participation in decision-making and

learner roles. The comparisons involved are between those children whos.-

parents had high scores on both decision-making and learner dimensions

(HiHi) and those children whose parents scored low on both of these

dimensions (L4o) .

Verbal Intelligence

Table C19 presents the analysis of variance for outcomes on the

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test based on comparisons related to extent of

parent participation. A significant main effect occurred with the pattern

of mean' differences being \for the children of high involvement parents to

have higher scores than LoLo children. The interpretation is obvious.

The children of parents who are high in extent of involvement are brighter

or at least more verbal, than the children of parents who are low on de-

cision-making and learner roles.

Table C19

Means and Analysis of Vari&nce of Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Scores:
Extent of Parent Participation and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Extent of Participation Analysis of Variance

Hihi LoLo

Current 93.£19 82.90

Former 97.09 87.63

Source df F

Partici-
pation
Strength 1 17.65 .001

Current-
Former 1 2.55 . n.s.

Inter-

action 1 .10 n.s.

Error 189
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Academi Achievement

A significant difference occurred on the Preschool Inventory for

extent of parent participation and is reported in Table C20. The pattern

of mean differences is for the children whose parents have a high extent

of involvement to have higher scores than the low decision-making and

learner children. This outcome is all the more important, however, be-

cause the children in the HiHi group are approximately five months younger

Table C20

Means and Analysis of Variance of the Preschool Inventory Subscale Scores:

Extent of Parent Participation and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Extent of Participation Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLo Source df F 2.

Current 46.91 42.97 IPartici-

i pation

Extent i 10.11 .001

Former 56.44 51.26 Current-
Former 1 44.69 .001

Inter-
I. action 1 .19 n.s.

Error 195 r

than those in the LoLo group. Prior:Head Start research, as well as the

highly significant current-former difference reported in Table C20,

establish that older children consistently do better on the Preschool

Inventory than younger children. Since the younger children in the

group xceeded the performance of the older children in the LoLo group,

there is a strong suggestion that the parent's level of participation in

decision-making and learner roles is directly related to their children's

academic achievement.
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Thes.o results must be qualified in light of the differences found

on verbal intelligence in the previous section. Differences on the Peabody

Picture Vocabulary Test indicate that, at least for this sample, the

correlation between it and the Preschool Inventory would be moderately posi-

tive. Thus, the difference on the Preschool Inventory may be partially

attributable to intellectual differe--:es between the two groups. The

inter-correlations of intellective measures and the Preschool Inventory have

been high but not overwhelming (approximately .40 in the present total

sample of Head Start children). This means that a considerable amount

of the difference between the two groups cannot be accounted for by common

factors, but may be attributable to differences in extent of participation

of the parents of the children.

Motor Inhibition Tasks

The only difference related to extent of parent participation

occurred in an interaction between extent and current-former status on

Draw-A-Line Test Trial I. The pattern of mans as indicated in Table

C21 suggests that the LoLo subjects, although lower initially, increase

their mean times greatly from current to former status, while the HiHi

subjects show little change in mean time under the same conditions.

While parent participation strength does relate to the children's ability

tc inhibit motor responses or to fear failure, it would appear that the

current or former status must also be considered. The tendency for the

former LoLo children to increase their times considerably might also

be interpreted as a "sleeper-effect" in which these children either become

more fearful or less impulsive after they are out of Head Start, but the.

real difference is probably due to the age differences between the groups.
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Table C21

Moans and Analysis of Variance of Draw-A-Line Trial I Scores:

Extent of Parent Participation and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Extent of Participation Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLo Source df

1 .20 n.s.

Current 19.03 12.90

Former 20.49 24.00

Partici-
pation
Extent

Current-
Former 1 4.60 .03

Inter-
action 1 2.72 .10

Error 197

Self-Concept

Tabld C22 presents the Chi-Square analysis for the Brown-IDS items

which were significant at or below the .10 level for Self and Teacher

referents based on extent of parent participation. The only significant

item difference on the Self Reverent occurred on the Like School-Not Like

School item. The pattern of, group differences was for a higher percentage

of the children of the parents high in extent of involvement to endorse the

positive alternative of "Like School." On the Teacher referent the only

difference was on the Smart-Stupid item. The pattern of group dIfferences

was for a significantly greater percentage of the HiHi children to endorse

the positive alternative of "Smart." These two item differences, both of

which relate to the intellective-academic area, suggest that the children

of the high decision-making and learner parents have a greater attraction to

the Head Start experience and also feel that their teachers evaluate their

intellectual ability at a higher level.
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Table C22

Chi-Square Analysis of the Brown-IDS for Self

and Teacher Referents Based on Extent of Parent Participation

Item

Self Referent Like SchoolNot Like

Teacher Referent Smart-Stupid

X
2

p

3.92 .05

3.05 .C8

Self-Social Constructs

As Table C23 indicates, a significant into. .ion also occurred

between extent of parent participation and Identification with Teacher.

The pattern of mean differences for the groups indicates that the current

children have the closest identification with their teacher (a lower

score) but show a distinct decrease in identification in the former status.

The LoLo children show little variation in their identification from

current to former status but are less identified than the current Hifli

children and more identified than the former HiHi children. An obvious

interpretation is that the children of parents with high extent of

involvement are more strongly identified with their teacher, and possibly

with the Head Start experience in general, while in Head Start but lose

some of this identification once the experience ends. The validity of

this interpretation would, of course, have to be tested by a longitudinal

study of similary classified children.

Again, a question arises regarding the appropriate degree of identi-

fication for thi-, age level. Since the mean scores do not reflect dis-

0

identification but rather are within the positive end of the dimension, it

is plausible that the closer degree of identification for the HiHi-Childrea_
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t' Table C23

Means and Analysis of Variance of Identification With Teacher Sub: 'e Scores

Extent of Parent I rticipation and Current-Former Statts

Mean Score by Extent of Par'Acipation Analysis of Variance'

HiHi LoLo Source df

Current 3.89 4.53 Parent

Partici-
pation 1 .01

Former 5.06 4.36 Current-
Former 2.03

Inter-

action 1 3.75 .05

Error 197

in Head Start provides the security necessary for more independence

from one's teacher after the Head Start experience. This interpretation

would also require longitudinal study for verification.

Behavior Ratings in the Classroom Environment

A significant main effect for extent of parent participation also

occurred on the Task-Orientation subscale and is reported in Table C24.

The pattern of means was for the HiHi children to have higher ratings than

the LoLo children. The mean ratings indicate that this difference is

significant on a logical basis as well as a statistical basis.

A significant interaction on this subscale also indicates that the

current or former status of the child is involved in strength of parent

participation differences. The pattern in this instance is for the LoLo

children to have lower ratings in the former status, while the HiHi

children, who are already rated higher on a current basis, receive even
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Table C24

Means and Analysis of Variance of Task-Orientation Subscale Scores:
Extent qf Parent Participation and Current-Former Status

Mean Score.by Extent of
Parent PartiCipation Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLo

Current 24.11 22.10

Former 25.34 19.54

Source df

Parent
Partici-
pation. 1

Current-
Former 1 140

Inter=
action 1

Error 193

13.83

3.26

.001

n.s.

.07

higher ratings in the former status. This suggests that the relationship

between a high level of parent participation in both decision making and

learner roles and their children's Task-Orientation ratings may be even

greater with the passage of time. Unfortunately, current-former compari

sons in this study are based on cross-sectional samples and a longi-'

tudinal study would be necessary to substantiate this interpretation.

Behavior Ratings in the Home Environment

Differences depending on extent of parent participation occurred on

Introversion and Task-Orientation and are reported in Tables C25 and C26,

respectively. On the Introversion subscale the pattern of group means

indicates that the HiHi children may be less introverted than the LoLo

children. On the Task-Orientation subscale the pattern of group means

indicates that the HiHi children are more task-oriented than the LoLo

children.

MC
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Table C2

Means and Analysis of Variance foi-"Introversion,Subscale Scores:

Extent of: Parent Participation and Current-Formcr Status

Mean Score by Extent of Participation Analysis of Variance

Hilii LoLo,

Current 4.99

Former 4.3_ 4.91

Source df F

Parent

Partici-
pation 1 2.84 .09'

Current-
Former 1 3.87

Inter-
action 1 .01 n.s.

Error 196

Table C26

.ans and Analysis of Variance for Task-Orientation Subscale Scores:

Extent of Parent Participation and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Extet of
Parent Participation . Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLo

Current 11.84 10.47

Former 11.67 11.14

Source df

Parent
Partici-

pation 1

alt, rrent-

Former

Inter-
action 1

Error 196

6.49

.11

1.23

a

n.s.

n.s.

In combination these results suggest a positive relatiom:hip betwesm

a high level of parent participation on both decision making and learner roles
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and the children's ratings in social and task related areas. It also 4

appears that parents and teachers are in close agreement in rating IliFii

children as more task-oriented than LoLo children, which strengthens con-

clusi regarding the influence of extent of parent participation and

behavior ra of the children in classroom and home environments.

Significant in actions occurred Iltwen extent of parent participation

and current-rforper status on th,., Considerateness and Fostillty subscziles.

(See Tables C, 27 and C 2q. On the,Consider,-itenesS sul,scale the pattern of

group meansindicates that the Fini children recived lower ratings In the

former status while the LoLo children receive hi:,.he ratings in the sane status.

On the Postilily suhscale the pattern of group means was for the PiPi children

to receive higher ratings in the current status than LoLo children but lower

ratings than bolo children In the for-ler status.

Table C27

Means and Analysis of Variance for Considerateness Subscale Scores:
Extent of Parent Participation and Current-Former Status

Mean 4rd by Extent of Participatibn Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLc Source df F

Current 12.49 10.93 Parent
Partici-
pation 1 1.24 n.s.

Former 11.82 12.54 Current-
Former 1 1.58 n.s.

Inter-
"aclli on 1 9.18 .003

Error 196

k
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Mean Score by Extent of Participation Analysis of Varia

HiHi LoLo Source df

Current 6.16 5.17 Parent

Partici-
pation 1

Former 5.20

.41

G.14 Current-

Former 1 .46 n.s.

Inter-
actior 1 3.41 .07

Error 196

This variability in ratings based on different combinations of parent

participation and current- former status indicates that certain aspects of

the home environment ratings relates to both age and extent of parent

participation factors. However, it should be noted that the group means

are well within the positive end of the dimensions being rated, aLi this in

turn indicates that the children in both groups are quite well-adjusted.

What the results do strongly suggest is that the HiHi children may possess

an even higher level of behaviors in areas in which they and the LoLo

children have both received positive ratings.

Chan e of Ratin s of Children b Their Pareats

As Tables C29 and C30 indicate, a .-;t9nificant main effeot, for the

extent of parent participation occurred on the Learning - Activity Now nd the

elt

Learning-Activity Then subscales. On both scales the pattern of group means

was for the HiHi children to receive higher ratings than the LoLo children.
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The HiHi children not only receive higher ratings for learning - activity

behaviors as of approximately two years ago but also receive higher ratings

for the same behaviors as of the present time. Thus, HiHi parents attribute

more learning-activity to their children than do LoLo parents regardless

of the time perspective in which the rating is made.

Table C29

Means and Analysis of Variance fc Learning-Activity Now Subscale Scores:

Extent of Parent Particiaption and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Extent of Participation Andysis of Variance

Hiva LoLo Source df

Current 21.88 20.63 Parent

Partici-
pation 1 17.30 .001

Former 20.67 20.67 Current-
Former 1 2.01 n.s.

Inter-
action 1 .96 n.s.

Error 197

Table C30

Means and Analysis of Variance for Learning-Activity Then Subscale Scores:
Extent of Pal c Participation and Current-Former Status

',lean Score by Extent of Participation Analysis of Variance

HIHi LoLo Source df F

Current 17.86 16.30 Parent
Partici-
pation 1 11.99 .001

Former 20.36 17.58 Current-
Former 1 12.38 .001

Inter-
action 1 .98 n.s.

Error 197
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It is difficult to determine if HiHi parents are simply more alert

ito learning-activity beh viors in their children, whether their children

actually engage in more oftA'ese types of behaviors, or both factors combine

to yield higher ratings. Results from other sections (e.g. Verbal Intelli-

gence, Academic Achievement, Likeing for School) indicate that the

HiHi children are a brighter or more verbal and more achieving group than

the LoLo children, which suggests validity for the, parent ratings. Again,

the better ratings, despite the younger age of the Hilli children, indicates

that they real are quire different from LoLo children and that this

difference may be associated with the level of their parents' involvement

in Head Start.

The only interaction between extent of parent involvement and current-

former status occurred on the Affective Now Minus-Then subscale (Table C31).

The pattern of group means indicates that LoLo children's ratings change

minimally from current to former status, while HiHi children's ratings

decline significantly under the same conditions.

Interpretation of these results follows much the same logic applied to

interactions in the section on site and current-former differences. The

time perspective which the rating is made becomes critical to the inter-

pretation of tb..: resu. One way to look at the 0, tcome is to attribute

greater change in affective status to the children of Hilli parents as

a result of Head Start experience. On the current basis the Hill]. children

are given the greatest change ratings, which indicates that they have in-

creased in affective status more from a pre-Head Start period to the present.

On a former basis the HiHi children have the lowest che.nge r -ltings which

indicates that they have increased in affective status more from a pre-Head

Start period to the °resent. On a former basis the HiHi children have the
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lowest change ratings which indicates that they showed less increase in

positive affective status since Head S . (Any change score above 2.00

indicates an increase in the behavior rate

Table C31

' Means and Analysis of Variance for Affective Now-Then Subscale Scores:

Extent of Parent Participation and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Extent of Participation Analysis of Variance

HiHi LoLo Source df

Current 2.53 2.33

Former 2.24

Parent
Partici-
pation 1 .03 n.s.

2.39 - Current-
Former 1 .58 n.s.

Error 197

Summar of the Anal sis of Extent of Parent Participation Differences

There were a number of differences in child measures that related to

the extent of parent participation. Those children whose parerts were highly

involved in both derision slaking and learner roes did better than the children

of mirents who were minimally involved in the same roles on verbal intelligence,

academic achievement, self-concept, behavior ratings in the classroom, bLhavior
r,

ratings in the home, and change ratings on learning and activity dimensions

Age differences betveeni the children in the two grcups were also present

in these comparisons.
This/age difference, with the Vii children being younger

by approximately 3 montbs, mal:es the better performance of the PM children
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seem even pore. significant. But the rather substantial intellective differen0,4

may rahe some of the obtained differences suspect: on this basis. The corrclation

between academic achievement and verbal intellience, for .example, is well

established and suggests that tbe Preschool Inventory differences between the

groups may be attributable primariliy to intellective 'differences. Tt could

also be that t')e teacher and 'parent ratings, particularly nose on Tas1:-

Orientedness, ale related to this factor. The children rated may he different

on this dimension because they are more capable of understanding a task and

consequently develop greater involvement with it.

The converse of these relationships are also possible. Thus the children

in the FIN. parent participation group right do better on intellective measures

because they are more tash-oriented and achieving. This woulJ ride eNteut of

parent participation directly rel-*vant to hew the children performed on the.

dependent measures.

Some of the differences between thece two groups on demon-aphic charac-

teristics suggest that explanations based on these vpriahles may be important.

0 .

For example, there are significant differences on Father's Last Grade Conpleted

and Mother's Last Grade Comuletediwith the PiPi group having more education

in both cases. ThaTarents of the HiP1 children may place more emphasis on

more educationally oriented behaviors and reinforce them in their children.

Based on the parents ratings of the items in the learning-activity subsc-,le

of the Child Then and Now
l
there were differences between the groups before Head

Start and after Head :Itart. 'Thether the differences are real or perceived is

not as important as the fact that the parents saw then as different. This could

also represent a basic tendency for the Pitti parents to 'he mor sensitive to

behavioral changes, to expect that changes :ill occur, and to reinforce them
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This section presents results on child measures based on corpar-

isons related to tvoe of parent participation in decision-nakinf, and

learner roles. The comparisons involved are between those children

whose parents had high scores only on the decision-making dimension and

those children whose parents had high 4-pore only on the learner dimension.

There were few differences ,and they were confined exclusively to the

Self-Concept and Self-Scial Constructs areas.

Self-Concept

Table C32 presents the Chi-Square analysis of the Brown-IDS for.

type of parent participation for only those items of the Self Referent

which reached a significance level of .10 or better. No significant

item differences occurred on the Teacher Referent. The Happy-Sad and Bad-.

Good items were both different for the Self Referent. The pattern of

group differences was for a higher percentage of the children with high

learner parents to endorse the positive alternative. Thus, the children

of high learner parents think of themse3ves as happier and better than

those of high decision-making parents. This difference if particularly

important in terms of the parent's own feelings about themselves and what

this might mean to their children. It is possible that the model the

high learner parent offers his child leads to a more positive self-evaluation

on the child's part.

Table C32

Chi-Square Analysis of the Brown-IDS for Self Referent
Based on Type of Parent Participation

Item X
2

Self
Referent

Happy-Sad 7.08 .008

Bad-Good 3.47 .06
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Self-Social Constructs

Identification with Sianificant Others. Identification with Mother

is relate. to type of parent participation as indicated ly the significant

interaction between type and current-former status reported in Table C33.

The pattern of group means indicates that the high decision-making -hildren

increase their level of identification with mother from current to former

status while the high learner children decrease under the same conditions.

These differences could be interpreted as a tendency for the high decision-

making children to be more identified with their mothers with increasing

age while the high learner children tend to be less identified orrtheir

mothers under the same circumstances.

Table C33

Means and Analysis of Variance for Identification With Mother Scores:
Type of Parent Participation and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Participation Type Analysis of Variance

HiLo LoHi Source df F

Current 4.45 3.50 Participation type 1 .17

Former 3.63 5.04 Current-Former 1 .41

Interaction 1 1.60

Error 76

.
n.s

.04

The age range of the children end the generally positive level of

identification with mother reflected by the mean scores are important in

interpreting these differenCes. It is possible that the high decision-making

mother responds to and encourages more response from her children as they
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grow older. On the other hand, the high learner mother prey :its a model

of, and encourages more, independence from herself under the same age

conditions. It would be necessary to know rtiore about the child rearing

attitudes in general of the two different types of mothers, but it is not

implausible that they emphasize different styles of interaction between

themselves and their children at different ages. The present results doi-

not, of course, provide an answer to the cause-effect relationship between

type of parent participation in Head Start and child rearing attitudes,

but this could be tested by longitudinal study.

Preference for Significant Others. The significant main effect

reported in Table C34 indicates that type of parent participation is

related to Preference for Friends. The pattern of mean differences is for

the high learner children to have lower preference scores than the children

of hig. ,:cision makers. An obvious interpretation is that peer attraction

is greater among children of high decision-making parents than itas among

the children of high learner parents. A convincing explanation of this

difference does not suggest itself, but is may be that the high decision-

making parents provide a more socially oriented role model and encourage

more friene.ships for their children than do high learner parents.
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Table C34

Means and Analysis of Variance for Preference for Friends Scores:
Type of Parent Participation and Current-Former Status

Mean Score by Participation Type Analysis of Variance

HiLo Lola Source df F

Current 1.77 1.04 Participation type 1 6.38 .01

Former 1.63 - 1.42 Current-Former 1 .92 n.s.

Interaction 1 1.26 n.s.

Error 76

P.

There was a significant interaction between Rarent participation type

and current-former statns on the Preference for Mother subscale. ( See

Table C35.) In this case the pattern of group means wa.- r.r the high

learner children to start with the lowest preference scon. but to increase

their preference choice until the former high learner children always

chose the Mother when paired with the Father, Teacher or Friend alter-

natives. The high decision-making children start with relatively high

preference scores and only decrease their preference for Mother slightly

in the former status. Again, it is difficult to explain these differences

on the basis of the decision-making or learner participation scores of

the children's parents. What this outcome demonstrates primarily is that

type of parent participation relates to the children's preference for their

mother, but the mean scores for the other preference figures in separate

analysis indicates that no alternative is completely excluded.



Means and Analysis of Variance of Preference for Mother Scores:
Type of Parent Participation and Current-Former Status

Table C35

Mean Score by Participation Type Analysis ot'Variance

HiLo LoHi Source df F E

Current 1.77 1.18 Participation type 1 .45 n.s.

Former 1.67 2.00 Current-Former 1 3.59 .06

Interaction 1 5.95 .02

Error 76

Summary of Analysis of Type of Parent Participation

Differences on child dependent measures related to the type of

parent participation were mush less numerous than th..se for extent of

parent participation. The most important results for type of partici-

pation dealt with more positive self-evaluation and greater peer attraction

for those children whose parents were highly involved in the learner role.

Type of parent P6rticipaticn does seem to make a difference in the

outcomes on child dependent measures, but the relationship is far less

extensive than that for extent of. participation. The direction of the

differences found also has meaning in light of the model being presented

by the parents of the respecta types. The high learner role thus seems

to show the strongest relationship to positive social outcomes in the

children, but once again the differences are those of more or less of the

positive end of the dimension.



179

Moderator variables also enter into, an interpretation of these

differences. Of particular significance is the gre er no 'r of chi en

previously in Head Start of the high learner pare ts. In addition to

the greater experience of these parents in havi children in read Start

the children themselves have probably been ex sed to more siblings,o

have undergone the experience and possibly rovided positive models for

them4 Regardless of the explanatio s for the difference, the type of

parent involvement does
1 relate to differences in the children that are

41.

plausible in light of the parents involvement role.

Analysis of Paid Employee Differences

This section presents the results for comparisons designed to provide

information on the effects of the role of the paid employee. Initial analysis

of the parent participation scores on the decision-making and learner roles

indicated that paid employees, with few exceptions, fell in the HiHi category.

Those few subjects who fell into different parent participation categories

were dropped, and the subsequent analyses was run between the children of

regular HiHi parents and HiHi parents who are also paid employees.

Table Cif ,,presents the analyses of variance for all dependent variable
A

areas. Out ca. all the comparisons only two differences occurred A the

/1<.10 level or better. One difference was on the Distractible subscale

of the Home Behavior Inventory. The pattern of means indicates that the

children of HiHi parents were rated as more distractible than the children

of HiHi paid employees. However, the descriptive meaning of the rated

alternative would differ little with both groups rated closest to "Almost

never" on such items as "Gives up on what. he's trying to do if it takes
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more than a short time." The other difference was on the Draw-A-Line

Training score. The lack of clarity of meaning' oi a differcnce on this

score by itse]f, together with apparent heterogeneity of variance, suggests

that it is not a meaningful difference.

Perhaps the most significant finding with regard to the paid employee

role is that the parents in this group are almost all in the HiHi category

on decision-making and learner scores. Comparison of the children of the

parents in the regular HiHi and paid employee HiHi categories would thus

not be expected to be great. Results from the previous section indicate

that the extent of involvement in cision-making and learner roles is

related to differences among the children of such parents. Adding the

factor of being a paid employee does not appear to strengthen the relation-

ship to any great degree.

Summary of Differences Related to Being a Paid Employee

gbe differences that relate to being a paid employee were minimal.

The only main effects that occurred had little meaning in terms of reel-

differences between high decision-making and learner paid employees

and regular high decision-making and learner parents. The most significant

finding with regard to the paid employee role is that these parents, with

few exceptions, are in the high decision-making and learnei,categary.

Although there are clear differences among the children based on tie extent

of parent involvement, adding the factor of being a paid employee contributes

little to the relationship.

co
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Current-D3rner Comparisons

The results for comparisons of current and former children are

reported in this section. Main effects of current-former status essentially

provide additional evidence for the already established fact that certain

pre-school measures (e.g., Preschool Inventory) ,are age-correlated. By

presenting these results in a separate section it was possible to concen-

.

trate on those findings that had the most bearing -on the primary questions

of the study. Where a significant interaction occurred between current-

former status and a primary variable (site classification, extent of parent

participation, type of parent participation) it has been reported in the

appropriate sectiun.

It should be pointed out that only those current-former differences

that occurred when the total current and-the total former samples were

compared are reported here. This provides results based on considerably

larger samples than were available when current - former comparisons .were'

made after the subjects had been divide'd on extent or type of parent

participation.

Academic Achievement /-

Highly significant current-former differences occurred on the Pre-

school Inventory as indicated in Table C37. As would be expected,

the former children as a group had higher mean scores for number of
_

items correct than did the current,ehildren. The abilities measured by the

Preschool Inventory are, of course, age-correlated, making current-former

differences highly probable if the age of-the two groups differed by much.

183
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Early in the course of the pr%,:e,ct., during a review panel, it was suggested

that, older children in the former group might achieve perfect scores on the

Preschool Inventory. Not one child in the total sample attained a perfect

score on this measure.

Table C37

Means and Analysis of Variance of Preschool Inventory SZ res:
Current-Former Differences and Site Classification

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis Varianc

HiHi Hito LoHi LoLo Source df F

Current 45.61 45.11 46.21 48.40 Site 3 .93 n.s.

Former 53.78 56.14 54.63 54.76 Current-
Former 1 76.94 .001

Inter-
action 3 1.01 n.s.

Error 376

Motor-Inhibition Tasks

Current-former differences were significant for the Draw-A-Line Training,

Draw-A-Line Trial I, and Draw-A-Line Trial II. On each of these measures,

the former children as a group had higher mean scores than the current

children. Previous research has established that these measures are age-

correlated with older children typically taking longer to complete the

drawing of a line under "slower" instructions. These results indicate that

older children can slow down line drawing more when "even slower" instructions

are used.
C
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Self-Concept

Table C38'presents the results for Chi-Square analysis for current-

former comparisons for those statistically significant Self-referent items

of the Brown-IDS. Significant differences occurred on the following bipolar

items: Happy-Sad; Clean-Dirty; Likes to Play with other kids-Doesn't like

to play with other kids ; Bad-Good; Smart-Stupid; Scared of a lot of things-

Not scared of a lot of things; Likes the way his/her clothes look-Doesn't
,.

like the way his/her clothes look; and Sick-Healthy. In every case, the

pattern was for the current children to endorse the negative item of the

pair more frequently than the former children.

Table C 38

Chi-Square Analysis for Significant Self-Referent

Items of the Brown-IDS for Current-Former Groups

Item X
2 p

Happy-Sad .

7.57 ' .006

.Clean-Dirty 6,48 .01

Likes to Play with Other Kids-Doesn't

Likes to Play with Other Kids 6.30 .01

Bad-Good 4.83 .03

Smart-Stupid 7.15 .008

Scared of a Lot of Things-Not Scared

of a Lot of Things 12.02 .001

Likes the way his/her clothes look-
.

Doesn't like the way his/her clothes look 6.24 .01

Sick-Healthy 6.39 .01
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Previous research with Head Start populations has also found significant

age differences in the endorsement of positive alternatives, yielding a

higher mean score for the older subjects. However, it is difficult to

reach firm conclusions about the positive or negative nature of the child's

self-concept based on age differences. Although older children endorse more

positive alternatives, the.type of alternative they enci)rse must be taken

into account as well as the point at which age differences occur and the

age level at which positive self-referent endorsement reaches asymptote.

Rather than any interpretation of self-concept differences based on age-

related factors it might be productive to look at the characteristics of

those younger children who endorse a significantly greater number of negative

alternatives. It could be that self-concept differences are being attributed

to age diffe'rences that are really a comprehension factor association with

younger age, or certain of the negative endorsement items (e.g., Scared of

a lot of things-Not scared of a lot of things) could be realistically

evaluated by younger children. These and other factors definitelf have to

be considered in evaluating current-former differences of Head Start population

children. At any rate, current-former
differences alone are not critical to the

questions of the study and need not be focused upon here.

Current-former differences also occurred on a number of the items for

the Teacher-refetent. Significant differences occurred on the following

.items: Happy -Sad; Likes to play with other kid:,-Doesn't like to play

with other kids; Bad-Good; Smart-Stupid; Likes the way clothes look
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and Healthy-Sick. As with the Self-referent results, the pattern of

differences was for the current children to endorse the negative

alternative more frequently than the former children.

Table C39

Chi-Square Analysis for Significant Teacher-Referent
Items of the Brown, -IDS for Current-Former Groups

Item E.

Happy-Sad 11.05 .001

Likes to Play with Other Kids--Doesn't
Like to Play with Other Kids 5.26 .(12'

Bad-Good 5.63 .02

Smart-Stupid 11.02 .001

Likes the Way Clothes Look--Doesn't
Like the Way Clothes Look 3.43 .06

Healthy-Sick 6.29 .01

Self-Social Constructs

Self-Esteem. A significant main effect for current-former differences

occurred in the self-esteem subscale of the Self-Social Constructs Test.

Inspection of the means for current and former groups as a whole indicates

that former subjects as a group had consistently higher self-esteem scores

than current subjects. Previous research has established that self-esteem

scores vary as a function of age, so Current-former differences are'expected,.

Future research on Head Start populations should thus take age factors into

account in the design of pre-post and ex post facto studies which use this
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instrument. For the present study, the most significant aspect of this

difference is its role in the interpretation of site differences.

Identification with Significant Others. Current-former differences

occurred on the Identification with Mother, Identification with Teacher,

and Identification with Friends subscales. In each instance the mean

differences for the current and former groups is for there to be a decrease

in the level of identification with increasing age. Previous research

on Head Start Populations has also found this difference, as well as

differences in identification with ethnic origin. However, the greatest

yfalue of current-former differences in this study is to clarify the site

differences discussed above.

Preference for Significant Others. The only other significant current-

former main effect was on the Preference for Father subscale. The pattern-

of mean differences by soup in this case was for the subjects in the former

?group to show less pre erence for father than the current group. This

)

difference has not been observed in previous research on Head Start

population, bat may need to be taken into account in future research. For

the present study it appears to 'le a clearly age-correlated measure that

may have a role in the interpretation of other results.

Behavior Ratings in the Classroom Environment

The only significant main effect for current-former differences on

the Classroom Behavior Inventory occurred on the Extroversion subscale.

Former subjects as a group score higher on this scale than current

subjects. What this difference probably reflects is the greater social

interest and ability to relate to others that accompani'es increasing

age in this particular age range.
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Behavior Retinas in the Home Environment

Significant main effects for current-former
differences occur on both

the Introversion and Distractibility subscales of the Home Behavior

Inventory. These results are shown in Tables C40 and C411 On both subscales

the former subjects as a group received lower ratings than the current

subjects. Since these are both negative scales, a lower rating is inter-

preted as a positive difference between current and former groups. The

rating of less introversion and less distractibility both correspond to

the often observed and measured increases in socially oriented interpersonal

behaviors and attention span with increasing age.

Table C40

Means and Analysis of Variance: Current-Former Differences on the

Introversion S.4bscale of the Home Behavior Inventory

Mean Score by Site Classification
Analysis of Variance 1.

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df F

Current 4.75 5.59 4.81 4.97 Site 3 1.29 n.s.

Former 3.93 4.36 4.63 5.07 Current-
Former 1 3.94 .05

Inter-
action 3 1.22 n.s.

Error 273
.11
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Table C41

Means and Analysis of Variance: Current-Former Differences on the

Distractibility Subscale of the Home Behavior Inventory

Mean Score by Site Classification Analysis of Variance

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo Source df F P.

Current 7.56 7.73 6.74 8.10 Site 3 1.3u n.s.

Former 6.66 7.00 7.13 7.22 Current-
Former 1 2.88 .09

Inter-
action 3 1.05 n.s.

Error 273

Change Ratings of Children by Their Parents

Significant current-former differences occurred on the following sub-

scales of the Child Now and Then Scale: Social Then, Social Now-Then,

Learning and Activity Then, Learning and Activity Now-Then, and the

Affective Now-Then. On the Social Then and the Learning

and Activity Then subscales the pattern is for the former children to receive

higher ratings from their parents. This means that former parents perceived

their children as having higher levels of social behavior and in more.
learning and activities than did the current parents. A critical aspect

of the interpretation of these differences is the time perspective involved

for current and former parents. Both groups of parents were to rate their

children as t hey are at present (Now) and as they were a couple of years

ago (Then). For the current parents thi-s--i-nvolved--a--time-perspei-Alvr_._that

included a pre-Head Start period for the child on the Thcm rat:Ing. For

the Former -arents the time perspective would probably in.clude th

period when their children were in Near.. Start.
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Regardless of the time perspective, the current parents were rating

children approximately a year younger on the average than were former parents.

This alone could have influenced the ratings since many of the items would

be expected to be rated differently at different ages. But it is also

possible that the ratings reflect the influence of Head Start i-volvement

. for the children. The ratings on the former children in the Then peiiod

would place many of them in Head Start for the time period being rated by the

parents. Ratings for the current children based on the same time difference

would place many of them in a pre-Head-Start rating period for the parents.

This could mean that the former children were rated at a time when their

parents perceived them as being very active, learning a lot and developing

social skills . . . all of which was related to their attendance in Head

Start. Since current children had yet to enter the Head Start experience

they received lower ratings for the same behaviors.

Noa-signfidant differences on the Now subscales of the Social Then

and Learning and Activity Then actually contribute to an understanding of

this difference. The current-former mean difference on both of these scales

is negligible, but both current-former group means are above those for the

Then subscales. Thus, the children who are now completing their first year

of Head Start experience are little different on the ratings that their

paients give them in these two areas, but are different from the ratings

given when the time perspective for the ratings was two years in the past,

when the former group would have.been in the Head Start experience but the

current children would have not yet experienced it.

The current-former differences on the Social Now-Then, Learning and

Activity NoW-Then, and Affective Now-Then scales all follow a pattern for the
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former subjects to show less increase in the level of rating from the Then

to Now scores. This means that current subject3 as a group were rated as

changing more in social,emotional, and
learning-activity areas over the

past two years than were former subjects as a group. Again, the time

perspective used in the ratings may have a direct bearing on the interpretation

of these results. The lower level of change in former children could be

related to the fact that fo'r them change did occur at the time of Head Start

and has been sustained. For the current
children, change as a result of Head

Start experience had just occurred and gave them higher Now ratings,

t

N4.111e.
resulted in a larger discrepancy between Then and Now ratings. The

fact of different ages between =rent and former groups could also

infleunce the ratings. Younger children do have more developing to do

than older children, but the age range for the children rated here places

both groups in a rapid development period. Equally plausible is a current-

former difference based on the particular time when the Head Start experience

t

occurs.

Summary of Analysis for Current-Former Differences

Main effects for current-former differences were all very likely due

to the approximately one year age difference between these two groups.

In addition, where differences were found, the age-correlated nature of the

measure had typically already been established by previous research. Some

of the results do help in interpreting site classification differences, or Or

extent and type of parent participation outcomes.
However, it is the inter-

actions between current-former status and the primary variables reported in

other sections that are of greatest
importance to this study.
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Parent Participation and Program Quality

Head Start guidelines were used to determine the areas of program quality

that would be evaluated. Nine areas were originally taken from these guidelines.
4

Since curriculum was not covered in the guidelines'" it was added to the list.

By interviewing Head Start administrators and other personnel, and by

using the guidelines for both regular and planned variation centers, a large

pool of items was constructed. These items were selected for administration to

Head Start staff and parents. They were evaluated by experts, and final forms

were tested in a pilot study. The final outcome was a series of questionnaires,

one for each group of informants, covering recruiting, psychological services,

health services, nutrition, volunteer services, career development, administration,

and curriculum.

True program quality, of course, can only be reflected in its outcome --

the benefits to children, parents and, in a larger sense, society. An attempt

has been made to assess some of the program effects on parents, children, and

institutions. All of these are aspects of program quality, andare dealt with

elsewhere in this report. The characteristic of programs evaluated in this

particular section _are those thali_14,ad_Statt has_fe t would be related to the

ultimate goals of Head Start. Informants included Head Start teachers, teacher

aides, center directors, and the chairmen of the center committees. Parents

were asked questions about the value of the program, the quality of the staff, and

how their children liked Head Start.

. Evaluation of Program Quality by Center Staff: Site Differences

Separate questionnaires were developed for center directors, center committee

chairmen, teachers, and teacher aides. The questions asked of each group consisted

only of those questions which were judged as being appropriate for each group of

informants. The length of each questionnaire varied from group to group.
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The statistical analyses were not very powerful for the center directors'

and committee chairmen's ratings, since there could only be one rating for

each center. With the low N involved, applying a non-parametric test was

considered, but such tests are generally less powerful than parametric tests.

Since there were only two statistically significant differences obtained in 18

analyses, nine for center directors and nine for chairmen of center committees,

using non-parametric analyses would not have added meaningfully to the con-

elusions reached. A more important point in interpreting these ratings was

an examination of consistency across raters and across areas. All'of the teacher

ratings and half of the teacher aide ratings were significant. There was a

very high level of agreement between these two sets of ratings and those of the

center directors and center committee chairmen, suggesting that the differences

found were real, even though not statistically significant because of the low

N involved.

Ratings by Teachers

Table PQ-1 contains mean scores for each area of program quality as evaluated

by teachers grouped according to site'classifications. All of the differences

across sites were significant. There was also considerable consistency for the

different areas. The teachers in HiHi centers rated their programs highest on

all but two areas, and the ratingson these two are very close to the highest

ratings by teachers in other groups. Teachers in the LoHi groups, where parents

are involved only in learner roles and not in decision-making roles, tended to

view their programs more negatively than those in other centers, and do so quite

consistently across all program quality areas.

Ratings by Teacher Aides

Table PQ-2 contains scores for each area of program quality as evaluated

by teacher aides. Four of the differences across sites were significant based

on the ratings of teacher aides. Aides in HiHi centers rated their centers higher
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TABLE PQ-1

Teacher Ratings of Program Quality by Site Classification:

Mean Scores and F Value

Area_ Hi Hi

Site Classification

HiLo Lo Hi Lo Lo F df

Recruiting 10.07 7.66 7.00 9.72 10.56 3/46 .001

Psychological
Services 4.29 1.57 1.08 4.00 13.31 3/47 .001

Social Services 13.71 11.23 5.85 12.18 17.60 3/47 .001

Health Services 15.71 14.64 13.69 13.73 2.89 3/48 .05

47

Nutrition
Program 31.58. 31.21 25.00 1'.45 8:79 3/48 .001

Volunteer
Services 12.86 10.93 9.93 12.55 7.10 '3/48 .001

Career Develop-
ment 15.07 13.23 10.85 15.73 17.17 3/47 .001

Administration 22.14 10.57 16.38 22.18 5.99 3/48 .01

Curriculum 42.07 38.14 32.77 38.27 10.31 3/48 .001



TABLE PQ--2

Teacher Aide Ratings of Program Quality by Site Classification:
Mean Scores and F Value

196

.....-4.-
Site-Classification

Hi Hi Hi Lo Lo Hi Lo Lo

Recruiting

Psychological
Services

Social Services

Helath Services

Nutrition
Program

Volunteer
Services

Career Develop-
ment

Administration

CurriculL6

10.-36

1.79

7.71

5.41

7.00

0.33

7.72 .

4.41

8.07 9.25

0.13 1.67

3.53 6.08

4.33

24.29 24.67 . 22.20 24.83,

(Teacher aides were not asked to eve

11.50

10.07

36.57

10.00 9.00

9.07

33.50 33.20

11.42

9.17

33.58

slf.F

9.77 3/49 .001

10.97 3/49 .001

14.33 3/48 .001

1.41 3/49 n.s.

3.96 3/49 .05

luate volunteer services)

2.16 3/49

2.06 3/40

0.83 /49.

"n.s.

n.s.

U.S.
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than aides in other centers on six of the nine areas. Aides in Hilli centers

gave ratings for nutrition which were very close to the highest ratings. As

with the teachers, the LoHi centers were rated poorly by the aides across most

of the program quality areas.

Ratings by Center Director

Table PQ-3 contains mean scores for each area of program quality as

evaluated by Center Directors. Only two of the ratings are significantly

-different across sites, those for social services and curriculum: The Center

Directors were not quite as consistent as teachers in valuating HiHi centers

as best across all areas, but five of the ratings were highest for the HiHi

centers including the two areas involving significant differences. HiHi

center director ratings placed their centers second in two other areas.

Ratings by Committee Chairmen

Table PQ-4 shows mean scores for each area of program quality as evaluated

by Committee Chairken. None of the differences across sites Were significant

based on committee chairmen ratings, but five of the eight program quality areas

were rated higher by chairmen_in the Hilii centers, and two others were second

highest. Again, the LoHi centers tended to be rated poorly in comparison with

"the other site groups with the ratings in six of the eight areas being the

lowest obtained and second lowest in the other two.

Summary:. Ratings of Progi.am Quality by Center Staff

At least in the opinion of their staffs, HiHi centers have a generally

higher level of program quality. The LoHi centers have the lowest level of

quality, followed by the HiLo centers.

There was remarkable agreement between the ratings of the four different

categories of center staff. Even though the center chairman and center director

ratings tended not to be significantly different across sites, their ratings

generally agree with those of the teachers teacher aides, where significant
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TABLE PQ-3

Center Director Ratings of Program Quality by Site Classification:

Mean Scores and F Value

AIRA

Site Classification

Hi Hi Hi Lc) 14
df

Rec'ruiting 10.50 8.40 9.20 9.20 1.55 3/14 n.s

Psychological
Services 4.75 1.40 3.40 2.80 2.61 3/14 n.s.

ti

Social Services 11.75 9.60 8.60 9.00 15.97 3/14 - .01

Health Services 16.75 17.40 17.80 15.00 0.80 3.14 n.s.

Nutrition
Program 28.75 29.60 26.60 31.40 1.35 3.14 n.s.

Volunteer
' Services 14.50 11.60 11.20 11.00 2.46 3/14 _,n.s.

Career Develop-
went 21.75 20.80 20.60 22.40 0.14 3/14 n.s.

Administration 18.00 17.60 17.00 19.40 1.34 3/14 n.s.

Curriculum 43.50 = 34.00 34.00 35.60 '4.93 3/14 .05
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TABLE PQ -4

Committee Chairman Ratings of Program Quality by Site Classification:
Mean Scores and F Value

Area

Site Classification

Hi Hi Hi Lo Lo Hi Lo Lo df --P

Recruiting . 8.80 8.25 7.60 10.00 0.85 3/15 n.s.

Psychological (Center Chairmen were not asked to rate psychological services)
Services

Social Services 13.40' 12.25 9.60 13.00 1.07 3/15 n.s.

Health Services 12.00 10.25 11.20 11.50 0.40 3/15 n.s.

Nutrition

Program 17.20 16.50 13.60 16.00 1.67 31.5 n.s.

Volunteer
Services 11.40 8.75 8.00 8.75 2.45 3/15 n.s.

Career Develop-
ment 19.00 19.00 12.40 20.00 1.04 3/15 . n.s.

Administration 23.20 22.50 18.00 23.50 0.79 3/15 n.s.

Curriculum 3.20 3.00 3.00 2.50 0,24 3/15

O



differences were obtained. Different staff were selected for informants

because they had high exposure to everything that goes on in the center,

and they should have had different cultural, educational and training back-

grounds and different functions in the program. When teachers and teacher

aides show high agreement and significant differences across sites in most

areas of program quality, and when center director and center chairman

199

ratings parallel closely the order of ratings'acress site classifications, it

suggests that the ratings actually are a reasonably valid assessment of program

quality at a gross level of measurement.

Alternative interpretations are that the responses would include the

possibility that ratings were consistent across staff because they measure

only general morale within a center, or that there was a prior agreement of

some kind about the rating by the staff within a center. If there is a staff

morale component, this might be a-strong indicator of program quality in and

of itself, but there are other reasons to believe that this was not the case.

A general "halo" or morale effect should show up in all areas, not just some,

and there were many centers where one aspect!of the program was rated highly

and another poorly.

Prior agreement itbout ratings also seems unlikely. The center staffs were

carefully informed that their individual evaluations would not be communicated

to anyone, and this should have reduced at least s/./rewhat the need to be

defensive. Further, the staffs of most centers were not entirely positive

about everything in their program. They were critical of some aspects of

programming. In addition, a general agreement should have led to almost no

differences in attitude of different staff. While the agreement was exception-

ally high, there were areas where different types of staff disagreed. One

notable example was the attitudes of teachers and teacher aides to the

nutrition program. Teachers in the LoLo centers felt their nutrition program
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was much worse than those in other centers. Aides in the same LoLo centers

ranked their programs higher than aides in other groups of centers.

The overall conclusion is that the ratin s ent to some

extent the quality of the program and that HuHi centers are likely to have

relatively high program quality across almost all areas, while the LoHi centers

are More likely to be lower in aualit

The LoLo centers did not rank as high in the ratings as HiHi centers,

but the staffs of these centers did rank their programs as having generally

high quality in most areas. One aspect of program quality, according to Head

Start guidelines, is parent participation, and the LoLo centers would rank at

the bottom of the group on this characteristic. In these ratings, the remaining

areas of program quality are at least moderately correlated -- if one is high,

then many of the others are likely to be high. It is interesting that, in the01
opinion of staff in LoLo centers, the other areas of program quality are not

at all related to this low level of parent participation.

Comparisons of Site Classifications in Individual Areas of Program

Quality.

Although the results suggest that program quality tends to be a general

factor and that a program high in one area is likely to be high in others as

well, there were some differences across individual areas.

Recruiting

Overall, according to their staffs, HiHi.centers had done the best job of

recruiting. The mean scores indicate they rated recruiting as "good" to "ex-

cellent," the most severely disadvantaged children were well/re resented, and

parents were generally well ',informed about the Head Star,/ ogram. Recruiting

quality was evaluated as nearly this high in LoLo cent] r/s*, but in the other

*Although the staff in LoLo centers evalu4e recruiting as quite good, the

data on age of children suggests that they 7,1/not be recruiting as great a per-

centage of younger children as other center". However, there are a few more rural

centers in the LoLo group, and travel ..jibe a problem in recruiting younger

children.
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centers where parents were involved in only one role, ratings drop off to the

fair to good range.

Psychological Services

All of the HiHi centers provided psychological consultants with seasonable

to excellent credentials. Teachers and teacher aides both indicated that

classroom visits were at least somewhat useful, and teachers indicated that

referral for treatment averaged between "not very valuable" and "somewhat

valuable." While two of the LoLo centers did not provide psychological

services, the others apparently had excellent service. The teacher aides

particularly felt that the classroom visits of the psychological consultant

were very useful, a rare response in any other centers. Two of the HiLo centers
t4

provided no psychological consultant, and most of the centers in the LoHi and

HiLo groups who provided service either had no classroom involvement or poorly

qualified consultants, and felt generally that referrals resulted in little

help.

While the HiHi centers clearly provided the best general psychological

services, even there the evaluation of the psychologist's ability to actually

help children with problems was not very high, at least in the teachers'

opinion. There is.no way to evaluate the reasons for this based on present

data, but a thorough examination of type and effectiveness of psychological

services offered in Head Start is indicated.

Social Service

Again, there is a high general agreement among the four groups of raters

`in a given type of center, and the differences across site classifications are

significant for all but the center chairman ratings. The HiHi centers evaluated

social services well above others. The LoHi centers evaluated social services

as quitelmor. No teacher rating in a LoHi center averaged above "somewhat

valuable-" and most were negative.. Man y of the teacher aiaes in these centers

IS
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While the LoHi group had

generally poor ratings in other program quality areas, the quality of the

social service programs in LoHi centers tends to be particularly poor.

Nutrition

In general, the HiHi centers again appeared to have good programs, and

the LoNi centers were somewhat vsak. However, there was more disagreement

A*
among different types of raters on quality of the nutrition program than on any

other area of program quality. The biggest disagreement was in the LoLo
11111.11111.14

ters. Teacher .aides and administrators in those centers felt their program

was good, while teachers felt it was poor. These same teachers rated other

parts of their program very highly, so their feelings were reflected specif i-

cally toward what they viewed as an unsatisfactory nutrition program. There

may have been a difference in attitude as to what makes up a good program, but

3

many of the items were rather specific, such as whether children helped prepare

snacks, and differences among staff should not have been thiS great.

Medical

The ratings of medical and dental services were quite high in all centers.

The lowest ratings suggested a reasonably adequate service. There was a

significant difference in the teacher ratings for different site classifications

although this is the smallest proportional difference obtained for teachers.

Programs where parents were involved in decision-making, i.e., the Hiai and

HiLo centers, reported slightly higher ratings of medical and dental services

than the other two groups of centers.

Medical and dental services provided to Head Start children are probably

quite good. They are aimed at giving chdren the basic health and dental

care they need, and the items that were selected to assess quality of the °

service pertained only to these basic services. There was no attempt to

measure exceptional.services prsvided. Based on the informants' ratings, all
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four types of centers appeared to be doing a good job of providing basic

health care.

Curriculum

The items used to assess quality of curriculum included some specific

questions about availability of materials and classroom conditions, but

were mostly items calling for judgements of quality of different aspects of

the program. There was little variability across centers on the specific

questions about materials and conditions. These seemed reasonably adequate

in most centers. The other questions, while difficult because responses

called for value judgements on the part of the.raters, did reult in some

differences. Once again, the HiHi centers indicated they had the better

programs. The center directors in HiHi centers felt their programs were

particularly strong in the area of curriculum.

Even though there were differences, all ratings were at the high end

of the scale. Nearly all of the staff seemed to feel that their programs

were "very effective." But this was found in the pilot study sample so a

further category was added, "really excellent," above it. The Hifi center

directors evaluated their program as somewhere between "very effective" and

"really excellent."

The items used to evaluate quality asked the raters to evaluate the

impact of their program on children in eight different areas. If programs

with different types of parent involvement had different philosophies and

emphasized different aspects of curriculum, there shotild have been differential

responses to these items. A careful examination of the ratings does not show

this type of difference. The highest ratings for all types of centers were

typically on their ability to provide success experiences for the children

and on helping children -avelop self-expression. The lowest ratings were on

teaching children self-discipline. The HiHi staffs rated their programs higher



204

on all areas, and the LoHi staffs rated their programs lowest, but still in the

"very effective" range. Head Start staff are obviously proud ,of their programs ,

and feel they,are doing an effective job.

Career Pevelopment

The loLo centers appear to have the edge in career development, although

the HiHi centers rank a close second. The LoHi group again viewed theii

.programs as considerably below the others. The average score of teachers in the

LoHi group indicates thaL: they see the program as only "somewhat effective,"

while the other groups generally view it as "very effective," bUt not excellent.

Administration

In administration, the LoLo centers also appear to have a slight edge,

with HiHi centers a close second. The LoHi centers again scored lowest on

administration.

Parent Attitudes Toward Program Quality

The parents' attitudes did differ depending on the site classification.

Parents in HiHi si2 felt the quality of the center staff in their programs

was higher. There were no differences in their feelings about the value of

the program to their children, or in their feelings about how their children

liked the program.

One reason why thr.tre were no differences in parent ratings of value of

service and child's liking for the program viz., probably the very high level

of all the ratings in these areas. The parents gener?lly felt that Head Start

is'a good program and that their children like it very much, regardless of

the extent of parent participe ion in that program. These results are

presented in Table PQ-5.
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TABLE PQ -5

Parent Attitude Toward Program Quality by Site Classification:
Means and F Tests

Site Classification
Area Hula HiLo Lou i LoLo F df P

Quality'of Personnel 5.82 5.16 5.45 4.31 13.23 3/452 .05

"Value 'f Service 16.31 15.76 15.60 16.69 .85 3/456 n.s.

Child's Liking for
Progfam 9.73 9.68 9.49 9.52 1.09 3/456 n.s.

Observer Ratirigs of Program Quality

There were only five program quality areas where.it appeared likely that

observers could obtain, in a brief perioef time, reasonable data on program

`quality. Team leaders examined the facilities and the nutrition program, and

then observed the classroom in operation to evaluate teacher/child interactions,

the teacher aides, and the childrens' behavior. Since a maximum of five tatings,

for Bach type of site and available, tests of significance are not very power-

ful, and none of the differences across sites were significant. Table PQ-6

shows the means for each site classification.

Once again, despite the lack of significant differences across site groups,

the consistency with which HiHi centers rank higher in program quality is

readily apparent. However, there is a major difference between observers'

ratings and those of program staff. The observers rated the LoLo centers

poorest, where their staff rate them nearly as well as HiHi centers.

Despite their agreemerit with staff ratings in assigning higher quality

to HiHi centers, the observer ratings should probably be discounted as pro-

viding support for major differences across site groups. Their exposure to

the program and classroom was far too short to assume much reliability of the
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ratings, and there was too much opportunity for contamination of their

ratings by their knowledge of the extent of parent participation. They

were in charge of collecting data that would make the purpose of the

Study fairly apparent and the extent of parent participation'in a given

center equally apparent.

TABLE PQ-6

Observers Ratings of Program Quality:

Means and F Values

HiHi HiLo LoHi LoLo F. df P

Classroom Facilities 26.75 22,60 24.60 21.40 .17 3.15 n.s.

Nutrition Program 19.50 17.20 16.20 18.80 .51 3:15 n.s.

Teacher/Child
Interactions 25.00 24.80 24.60 21.40 .81 3.15 n.s.

Teacher Aides 6.50 6.60 5.80 5.80 .75.3.15 n.s.

Childress' Behavior 26.00 24.60 22.80 21.60 1.00 3.15 n.s.

General Conclusions on Program Quality

The ultimate major goal of Head Start is to benefit disadvantaged children,

and the only true measure of program quality must lie in that long term

influence. However, there are some aspects of the day to day running of the

program that can be assumed to be realted to that long term goal. These are

the characteristics of the program that Head Start planners have tried to

implement and Head Start evaluators have tried to assess. As such, they

provide one set of criteria for assessing program quaffey.
0

Although there were many measurement problems, and statistical significance

was not present in many cases, the general pattern among the findings was

surprisingly consistent. Centers that were high in parent involvement in both
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learner and decision-making rules were also high in nearly all areas of, program

quality. The overall consistency of results makes this conclusion very

difficult to reject.

The evidence is not as strong for the further conclusion that, if parents

are only partly involved, program quality is higher where they are involved

in decision-making rather than learner roles. But throughout the data, the

HiLo centers tended to be somewhat above the LoHi centers, and, in fact, the

LoHi centers were usually those with the lowest ratings of program Quality.

Thus far, parent participation, particularly indecision- making roles,

.

,N
iseems an important adjunct to program quality, but there is a contradictOry

'finding. The LoLo centers tended to rate their centers as having higher

auality programs, at least in the opinions of their staffs, than those centers

where parents were involved in only one role. 'There is no available infor-

mation or data that indicates why staff in LoLo centers rated their programs

as high as they did. One possibility is that the LoLo centers actually have

poor quality prorams_but that their staffs were defensive and rated the

programs higher than actual quality warranted. This seems quite unlikely,

since the LoHi centers and.the HiLo centers also have limitations in parent

involvement that do not meet Ht.ad Start guidelines, and should have shown some

of the same defensiveness. Instead, the LoHi staffs were critical of their

own programs.

One of the more tempting and reasonable hypotheses is that LoLo centers

may have an administration and staff that do not agree with Head Start guide-

lines on parent participation, and feel that the program can best be run by

professionals. With this attitude, they have built what they view as excellent

programs. And, in fact, the programs may be excellent, even thoughtlimited in

meeting some of the goals and objectives of Head Start, such as involvement of

disadvantaged parents.
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When we then consider the other programs, where some attempt has been made

to involve parents, the broad pervading nature of program quality in Head Start

centers becomes an important variable in explaining' results. A generally

positive relationship across alrof the areas of program quality was noted.

With some exceptions, when quality was high in one area, it was likely to be

high in others. While parent prticipation is ah independent variable in this

study and program quality was presumably a dependent variable, parent participa-

tion is actually only one of.the many characteristics of program quality that are

major objectives for Head Start programs. The HiHi pr 3rams are apparently

high quality programs generally, and the fact that they are also high in

quality of parent participation is not surprising. The parent participation

itself may be a reflection of the ability of the administration and staff of

these centers to build quality programs in every area.

The difference between HiLo and LoHi programs does add to the possibility

that parents may have a direct impact on program quality. arents are involved

in both site classifications, HiLo and LoHi, but in a passive role as learners

in one and a far more active role as decision-makers in the others. Where

they are assist g in decisions, the programs tend to be stronger. This could,

of course, still be related to the existence of more capable administration and

staff in HiLo centers -- sufficiently able so that they can encourage and allow

decision-making, while the LoHi centers have staff thay may not be as comfort-

able with parents except in more subservient learner roles. But if so, one

wonder why the staffs of HiLo centers have not also strengthened the learner

role in their centers.

Although the evidence cannot be completely conclusive, it is possible that

parent involvement, particularly in decision-making roles, does have an influence

on program quality. It is fairly certain that parent involvement is, at a

minimum, related to program quality, except in those centers where parent

4
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participation is almost entirely lacking. When parent participation is

essentially lacking in a center, as in the LoLo centers, the program may

still be strong in other areas.



210

The Impact of Parent Participation on Institutions

Changes Repored by Parents

Meetings were held at each of the 20 Head Start centers and parents were

asked to identify and list all of the institutional changes which had occurred
A

in their community as a result of parent involvement in Head Start. A total

of 249 changes were reported by the 173 parents who attended the meetings.

The reported institutional changes were then evaluated and classified by type

of change. Only 132 of these changes met the criteria for changes involving

Head Start parents. Table IC1 contains a summary of the number and types of

changes reported by the parents. Types I through IV in Table IC1 are the same

types of changes reported in a previous study of institutional changes in Head

Start (ANational Survey of the Impacts of Head Start Centers on Community

Institutions, by Kirschner Associates, Inc.). Type V was added because some

grOups of parents believed that veiy-important changes in their communities

occurred involving parentp in fund raising or in the Head Start program.

.

he numbez of reported changes was significantly greater in centers where

paren s were highly involved (X2 = 32.67, 3 d. <.001). The number of changes

reported at each center ranged from 0 to,18, and varied according to the

renter's classification. The five sites with low parent involvement in'

decision-nfaking and learner roles reported a total of only eight changes. The

five sites with high parent involvement in learning but not in decision-making

reported a total of 31 changes. A total of 40 changes was-reported by the five

sites with high parent involvement in decision-making but not in learning,

and the five centers with high parent involvement in both decision-making and in

learning reported a total of 53 changes. In general, the greater the 4nvolvement

of parents, the more institutional changes were reported. The largest difference

was between the sites with involvement of some kind and the sites with low parent

involvement. More than four times the number of changes were..reported in each of

r
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TABLE IC1,

Frequencies of Institutional Changes Reportedoi Parents

It Each of Twenty Head Start Centers Grouped According to
Extent and Type of.Parent Participation

TresofnancJe
Increased Involvement
of Poor with Institu-

tions
Type I

Site Classification

High Decision
Making/High
Learner

Site
1 2 3 4 5

High Decision-

Making/Low
Learner

Site

6 7 8 9 10

Low Decision-

Making/High
Learner

Site
11 12 13 14 15

Low Decision-

Making/Low
Learner

Site

1 16 17 18 19 20

2 1 9 2

Total = 23

9 6 1 4 4

Total = 18

3 1 6 5 11

Total = 17

2 3

Total = 5

2

Increased Institutional
Employment of Poor

Type II

1

2 1

Total = 4

1 1 1

Total = 2

1

Total 1
,

Total = 0
.

Greater Educational
Emphasis on Needs of

Poor

Type III ,

2 2 4 5

Total = 19

6 2 2 2

Total = 8

2

1

Total v.. 5

2

Total = 2

Modification of

Health Institutions

e Type IV

1 2

Total = 5

2 4 2

Total = 9

3 1 1

Total = 2 Total = 0

Fund-Raising and
Changes in Head

Start

Type V

1 1

Total = 2

1 2

Total = 3

1 3 1

Total = 6

1

Total = 1

J

Total Number of
Changes Involving
Head Start Parents 4 14 9

Total = 53

18 1 "1 8 9

Total = 40

7 8 6

Total = 31

.
0

6 /
Total = 8

.

2



the three site groups where parents were involved in comparison to changes

-reported in the site group with low involvement.

The types of institutional changes reported by parents at the center

meetings are presented by site group in Table IC1. The LoLo site group with

only eight reported changes had five of those changes in the category of

increased involvement of the poor.with institutions (ly2e I). The LoHi site

group also had more than one-half of their 31 changes in this category and

six changes involving increased fund-raising and parent involvement (Type V)

Site groups where parents were involved in decision-making, the HiHi and HiLo

sites, had a higher number of changes in the Type I category, but these

changes were not more than half the total as was the case with the LoLo site

groups and LoHi groups where parents were not involved in decision-making. For

the HiLo group, eight changes led to greater educational bmphasis on the par-

ticular needs of the poor (Type III), nine changes involved modification of

health institutions (Type IV), and only three changes were reported involving

fund raising or increased parent involvement.

The five centers having high parent participation in both decision-making

and learning indicated that 42 of the 53 changes were in the categories of

increased involvement of the poor with institutions and greater educational

emphasis on the particular needs of the poor.

Where parents were not actively involved in Head Start, institutional

change involving parents appeared to be minimal. The few changes reported

indicated primarily increased involvement of the poor in institutions. Much

more change appeared to have occurred with increased parent involveMent, but

when involvement was only in the learner role, ract..t changes tended to be in the

0

Type I category. Where parents were involved in decision-making, Type I

212

institutional changes were still frequent, but changes in employment of the

poor and improvement of medical services were much more likely to occur as well.
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-Kirschner and Associates found that 50 percent of institutional changes in

their sample were Type III and 26 percent of the changes were Type IV. In this

study approximately 50 percent of the changes were Type I and 25 percent were

Type III changes. Several reasons may contribute to this difference. The

studies were made during different time periods, and changes in policy of the

Head Start program may have resulted in different err5hases2within the program.

Another contributing factor may have been a different sampling of centers --

this sample was stratified to cover equally the different types of parent

involvement. And there were different respondents used for reporting and listing

changes.

Two Most Significant Changes

The parents were also asked to selept the two most significant changes

which had occurred in their c8Mmanity as a result of parent involvement in

Head Start. This created a potential list of forty changes. The objective was

to dentify the most significant institutional changes which had occurred in

each community. Results are summarized in Table IC2. Each of the changes

selected by parents as important was evaluated by two criteria. First, was it

an actual institutional change? Second, how important actualiy was that change

to low income families? The following three examples illustrate how these

judgements were made:

--An important change but not an institutional change. A Head Start center wF.s

in need of equipment and supplies, so the parents organized a massive fund-raising

. campaign for the center's improvement.
Through rummage and bake sales and can-

vassing for donations, the parents were successful in raising two thousand

dollars over one and one-half years. The funds were primarilI used to purchase

craft supplies, playground and audio-visual equipment for the center.

--An institutional change with continuing benefits. The Head Start nurse explained

to'the pa:ents that.the medical services provided for the cormunity's low income
"wet

b.
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TABLE IC2

Summary of the-Two Most Significant Institutional Changes

Identified at Parent Meetings

214

Site Classification

No Significant
Chahges Due to
Parent Partici-
nation

Important Change Institutional Institutional
But Not an' Changes With Changes With

Institutional Continuous Significant

Change Benefits Impact

Highez Decision Making
High Learner

High Decision Making
Low Learner

low Decision.Making
High Learner

Lc,: Decision Making

. Low Learndr

Total

2

2

1

7

12

1

2

5

1.

2

4

3

2

11
9 11

2

1

0

families were inadequate. Head Start parents then arrangedmeetings wLth local

medical professionals to obtain health and nutrition information and to increase

the professionals' awareness of the needs of low income residents. Working

together, the local doctors, nurses, and the parents initiated community

preventative health programs and increased the availability of services to low

income families. 114

--An institutional change with significant impact. Head Start parents

organized over 500 coma' pity residents to'sign petitions and write letters t

put politioal pressure on state representatives to maintain funding, for a

7-

day care center that was to be closed due to lack of funds. These funds were

forthcoming and the day care center remainef... open. Since interest and involvement

by the parents and other residents continued, the day care center was expanded

4
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and became a community center for low income and migrant families. .It provided

infant and old age facilities, a library and literacy classes, emergency food"

and clothing supplies, a rescue mission, and a community social worker. The

center had become the hub of continued institutional intervention and change

with new plans including such action as migrant labor reform.

Three of the twenty centers reported no changes, one center reported only

one change, and five of the reported institutional changes were classified as

being either not sufficiently important to warrant inclusion or not involving

parents. This means that 12 changes were classified in the category of no

'significant change: six from the three centers reporting no change, one

from the center reporting only one change, and five rated as unimportant.

Nine of the other changes reported by parents were relatively important, but

were not institutional changes.

Of the 19 remaining changes, each of which was judged as an institutional

change, both from the point of view of the judges and from the point of view of

the parents, 13 occurred in centers where parents.had a high involvement in

decision-making. These results suggest that the decision-making is not only

critical in relation to amount and type of change, but is also related to how

important institutional changes will be.

The conclusion reached was important enough to warrant urther test.of the

relationship between type and extent of parent ipvolvement and importance of

change. A further check was made using both expe't and naive judges to test

the 'conclusion.

Judges' Ratings of Importance of Changes

Six judges were asked to rank brief descriptions of the 33 changes in

order of importance as institutional changes fromtleast important to most

important. All six judges had experience in some aspect of Head Start programs

or evaluation of Head Start.
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The highest and lowest ranking on each institutional change was eliminated

following the procedure described by Dawes ( ). A mean ranking was computed

on the four remaining ranks. The mean rankings were then ranked and the ranks

used to compute a Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance across the four

different groups of sites. There was a statistically significant difference

between the four site classifications with respect to the importance of the

institutional changes (H = 10.55, 3 df, a (.02) . Sites classified as

providing high opportunities for involvement in both roles were judged to have

reported the most important institutional changes. Sites classified as high in

opportunities for decision-making and low in opportunity for learning activities

were judged to have reported the next most important changes. Sites having low

parent involvement in decision-making and high involvement in learning activities

had the third most important changes. Sites classified as having low parent

involvement in both roles reported the least important changes.

Ranking of the 33 changes was also obtained from four naive judges who

did not have any experience with Head Start. The highest and lowest rankings

were not eliminated due to. the small number of judges. A Kruskal-Wallis one-way

analysis of variance on theranking of mean rankings was significant (H = 22.26,

3 df, <.001). The order of importance of the changes was identical to the

order obtained frothe six professional judges. The order of importance agreed

upon by all ten judges, was highest for sites with high parent involvement in both

roles, followed by high involvement in decision-making and low involvement in

learning, then low involvement in decision-making and high involvement in

learning, with the least important changes occuring in sites classified as

having low parent involvement in both roles.

The professional judges were not as consistent as the naive judges in their

ranking of the changes. The correlation between the six professional judges"

ratings ranged from .36 to .84 (mean = .59). Correlations between the four naive
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judges' ratings ranged from .71 to .87 (mean = .82). This may-be attributed

to the professional judges responding to extraneous cues or to attributing a

degree of significance to a change beyond that warranted by the information

provided in the brief descriptions.

Parent Partici ation Scores of Parents Re ortin Institutional Chan es

Table IC3 contains the mean parent participation scores of parents partici-

pating in the meetings to report on institutional changes. The scores are

reported by site classification and type of role.

An analysis of variance, single classification, was run among thefour

score groups on the decision-making score (F3, 169 = 8.13, a<.001), learning

score (F3, 169 = 3.95, 2..01) and total or combined parent participation

score (F3, 169 = 6.85, 2.<.001). Significant differences.wcre obtained among

the four site groups with respect to parent participation scores fOr the 173

parents who reported on institutional changes. The standard deviations are

large in relation to the mean scores and indicate a wide range of parent partici-

pation for those parents attending the meef'ngs. The differences among the

four groups of sites confirm the selection of sites having certain characteristics

andare of the magnitude and direction expected as a result of thu, selection

procedure used.

The it an parent participation scores for parents attending the meetings

were substantially higher than the mean scores of other parents included in

the study. These data may be interpreted as indicating that most Qf the

parents who reported on institutional changes had extensive experience in their

HeaC Start programs, and had the kind of experience that would make them

knowledgeable about institutional changes and parent involvement in those

changes.
0
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-. Table 1C3

Means and Standard i 4.ations

Of Parent Participation Scores by Site

Site Classification Parent Participation. Scores By Roles

Decision
_Learning

Decision Making
Egan S.D.

Learning
Mean S.D.

Total.
Mean S.D.

nigh High 12.4 7.9 20.4 8.4 32.9 14.8
-

High Low 11.9 7.6 18.3 9.9 30.2 15.9

Low High 9.0 7.6 16.9 8.6 25.9 15.3

Low Low 7.3 8.8 11.5 9.0 18.8 16.7

The Role of.Parent Involvement in the Stages of Institutional Change

There are six Stages of change in which parents can be involved. Table

IC4 indicates the involvement of parents in each of these stages. One problem

in Table IC4 is that there were few changes in LoLo centers and the involvement

of parents can be examined only in term' of four actual changes.

The first stage involves how parents learned of the need for the change.

There were only minor differences, with parents learning about the need froat

other parents in about half the changes reported. There is a slight indication

that where parents are not involved in decision-meting roles, they are a little

less to have indicated the need for the cha,

The second stage relates to who urged the parelits to take an interest in

the change. In the Fiifi site parents took the initiative in invo]ving'other

parents in seven of the ten changes. This did not occur at all in the LoLo° 0

sites and only tw4.ce in each of the other types of- sites. The high level' of

t,
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d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
,

s
t
a
f
f
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e

p
o
l
i
c
y
 
c
o
u
n
c
i
l

p
o
i
n
t
e
d
 
o
u
t
 
t
h
e

n
e
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
i
n
 
h
a
l
f

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
c
a
s
e
s
.

P
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
s
a
w
 
t
h
e

n
e
e
d
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
i
-

a
t
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s

i
n
 
t
h
e
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
h
a
l
f
.

I
n
 
h
a
l
f
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
,
 
t
h
e
 
H
e
a
d

S
t
a
r
t
 
d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s

p
o
i
n
t
e
d
 
o
u
t
 
t
h
e

n
e
e
d
.

P
a
r
e
n
t
s

l
e
a
r
n
e
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

n
e
e
d
 
f
r
o
m
 
o
t
h
e
r

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

P
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
l
e
a
r
n
e
d

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
n
e
e
d
 
f
o
r

t
w
o
-
t
h
i
r
d
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
e

H
e
a
d
 
S
t
a
r
t
 
d
i
r
e
c
-

t
o
r
s
,
 
s
t
W
,
 
a
n
d

c
o
u
n
c
i
l
s
 
u
p
o
n

w
h
i
c
h
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
s
a
t
;

o
n
e
-
t
h
i
r
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

n
e
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
c
h
a
n
g
e

f
r
o
m
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

P
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
l
e
a
r
n
e
d

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
n
e
e
d
 
f
r
o
m

t
h
e
 
d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
a
c
t
i
o
n

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
(
C
A
P
)
 
a
n
d

t
h
e
 
H
e
a
d
 
S
t
a
r
t

s
t
a
f
f
 
i
n
 
t
w
o
 
o
f

t
h
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
.

T
h
e
y
 
l
e
a
r
n
e
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

n
e
e
d
 
f
r
o
m
 
o
n
e

a
n
o
t
h
e
r
,
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
-

m
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
t
w
o
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
.

S
t
a
g
e
 
I
I
:

W
h
o
 
u
r
g
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s

t
o
 
t
a
k
e
 
a
n
 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
 
i
n

t
h
e
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
?

I
n
 
t
h
r
e
e
 
c
a
s
e
s
.
,

t
h
e
 
H
e
a
d
 
S
t
a
r
t

o
f
f
i
c
e
r
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e

I
n
 
s
e
v
e
n
 
c
a
s
e
s
,

t
h
e
 
d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s
,

l
o
c
a
l
 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
s
,

I
n
 
e
i
g
h
t

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
,

d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
-

0

A
r,

o
f
 
t
h
e

t
h
e f
 
H
e
a
a
.

T
h
e
 
H
e
a
d
 
S
t
a
r
t

d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
,
 
s
t
a
f
f
,

a
n
d
 
p
o
l
i
c
y
 
c
o
u
n
c
i
l

N



T
a
b
l
e
 
I
C
4

(
C
o
n
t
.
)

H
i
H
i

s
t
a
f
f
 
u
r
g
e
d
 
t
h
e

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

I
n
 
t
h
e

r
e
m
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
s
e
V
e
n

c
a
s
e
s
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s

p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
 
s
o
m
e
 
o
r

a
l
l
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
u
r
g
i
n
g

o
f
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s

t
o
 
t
a
k
e
 
a
n
 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t

i
n
 
t
h
e
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
.

S
t
a
g
e
 
I
I
I
:

W
h
o
 
s
u
g
g
e
s
t
e
d
 
t
h
e

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
t
h
e

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
?

I
n
 
f
o
u
r
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
t
h
e

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s
 
w
e
r
e

s
u
g
g
e
s
t
e
d
 
b
y

C
A
P
 
a
n
d
 
H
e
a
d

S
t
a
r
t
 
d
i
r
e
c
-

t
o
r
s
,
 
s
t
a
f
f
,
 
o
r

o
t
h
e
r
 
c
o
n
c
e
r
n
e
d

n
o
n
-
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

I
n

t
h
e
 
r
e
m
a
i
n
i
n
g

s
i
x
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
,

t
h
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s

t
h
e
m
s
e
l
v
e
s
 
g
e
n
-

e
r
a
t
e
d
 
t
h
e

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s
.

H
i
L
o

s
o
c
i
a
l
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e

w
o
r
k
e
r
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e

p
o
l
i
c
y
 
c
o
u
n
c
i
l

u
r
g
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

I
r
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
m
a
i
n
i
n
g

t
w
o
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
,
 
t
h
e

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
u
r
g
e
d
 
e
a
c
h

o
t
h
e
r
 
t
o
'
t
a
k
e
 
a
n

a
c
t
i
v
e
 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
.

L
o
H
i

S
t
a
r
t
,
 
C
A
P
,
 
a
n
d

F
e
d
e
r
a
l
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
,

a
n
d
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
u
r
g
e
d

t
h
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

I
n

t
h
e
 
r
e
m
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
t
w
o

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
,
 
t
h
e

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
u
r
g
e
d
 
o
t
h
e
r

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
t
h
e
m
s
e
l
v
e
s

t
o
 
t
a
k
e
 
a
n
 
a
c
t
i
v
e

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
.

L
o
L
o

u
r
g
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s

t
o
 
t
a
k
e
 
a
n
 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t

i
n
 
t
h
e
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
.

I
n
 
f
i
v
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

c
h
a
r
g
e
s
 
t
h
e
 
H
e
a
d

S
t
a
r
t
 
d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s
,

s
t
a
f
f
s
,
 
o
r
 
p
o
l
i
c
y

'
c
o
u
n
c
i
l
s
 
s
u
g
g
e
s
t
e
d

t
h
e
 
s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
,
 
s
o
m
e
-

t
i
m
e
s
 
c
o
l
l
a
b
o
r
a
t
i
n
g

w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s

'

a
n
d
 
p
o
l
i
c
y
 
c
o
u
n
c
i
l
s
.

I
n
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
m
a
i
n
i
n
g

f
o
u
r
 
t
h
e
'
s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s

w
e
r
e
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
t
e
d
 
b
y

t
h
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

T
h
e
 
H
a
d
 
S
t
a
r
t

d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s
,
.
 
s
t
a
f
f
s
,

o
r
 
c
e
n
t
e
r
 
c
o
m
m
i
t
-

t
e
e
s
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
t
e
d

t
h
e
 
s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s
 
f
o
r

s
i
x
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
.

I
n
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
m
a
i
n
i
n
g

f
o
u
r
 
t
h
e
 
s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s

w
e
r
e
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
t
e
d
 
b
y

t
h
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
t
h
e
m
-

s
e
l
v
e
s
.

T
h
r
e
e
 
s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
s

w
e
r
e
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
t
e
d

b
y
 
t
h
e
 
d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r

o
f
 
C
A
P
,
 
a
n
d
 
b
y
 
t
h
e

r
e
g
i
o
n
a
l
 
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

o
f
f
i
c
e
r
s
.

O
n
e

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n
 
w
a
s
 
s
u
g
-

g
e
s
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
t
h
e

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

S
t
a
g
e
 
I
V
:

W
h
o
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t

f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
?

M
o
r
e
 
f
i
n
a
n
c
i
a
l

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 
a
n
d
 
l
e
s
s

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

f
o
r
m
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e
 
w
a
s

g
i
v
e
n
 
t
o
 
t
h
e

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
s
i
x
 
o
f

t
h
e
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
b
y
 
t
h
e

d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s
 
o
f
 
H
e
a
d

S
t
a
r
t
 
a
n
d
 
C
A
P
,
 
t
h
e

T
h
e
.
 
H
e
a
d
 
S
t
a
r
t
 
d
i
r
-

e
c
t
o
r
s
,
 
s
t
a
f
f
s
 
a
n
d

n
o
n
-
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d

t
i
m
e
,
 
f
i
n
a
n
c
i
a
l
 
a
n
d

m
o
r
a
l
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
'
f
o
r

t
h
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

I
n
 
t
h
r
e
e
 
c
a
s
e
s

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
w
a
s
 
n
o
t

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e

t
h
e
y
 
w
e
r
e
 
n
o
t

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

a
c
t
u
a
l
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
.

I
n
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
m
a
i
n
i
n
g

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
t
h
e
 
H
e
a
d

T
h
e
 
d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
 
o
f

C
A
P
,
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t

c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r
 
a
n
d

p
a
r
e
n
t
 
g
r
o
u
p
s

p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
 
f
i
n
a
n
c
i
a
l
,

p
u
b
l
i
c
i
t
y
,
 
a
n
d

m
o
r
a
l
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
.

O



H
i
H
i

<

T
a
b
l
e
 
I
C
4
 
(
C
o
n
t
.
)

H
i
L
o

s
t
a
f
f
 
a
n
d
 
o
t
h
e
r

n
o
n
-
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

I
n
 
t
h
e

f
o
u
r
 
r
e
m
a
i
n
i
n
g

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
m
o
s
t
 
o
f
t
h
e

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 
f
o
r
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s

c
a
m
e
 
f
r
o
m
 
o
t
h
e
r

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

L
o
H
i

S
t
a
r
t
 
d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s
,

a
n
d
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
n
o
n
-

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d

t
i
m
e
 
a
n
d
 
m
o
r
a
l

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 
t
o
 
t
h
e

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

L
o
L
o

S
t
a
g
e
 
V
:

w
h
a
t
 
b
r
o
u
g
h
t
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
t
h
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
?

H
o
w
 
m
a
n
y

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
w
e
r
e
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
'

1

O
n
e
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
w
a
s

I
n
 
s
i
x
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

b
r
o
u
g
h
t
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
w
i
t
h

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s

t
h
e
 
a
p
p
r
o
v
a
l
 
o
f

a
t
 
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e

a
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
.

T
w
o

l
e
v
e
l
s
 
b
r
o
u
g
h
t

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
w
e
r
e

a
b
o
u
t
 
t
h
e
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s

b
r
o
u
g
h
t
 
a
b
o
u
t

w
i
t
h
 
l
i
t
t
l
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t

t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
n
e
g
o
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
'
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
.

T
h
e

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d

t
h
r
e
e
 
r
e
m
a
i
n
i
n
g

o
t
h
e
r
 
c
o
n
c
e
r
n
e
d

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
w
e
r
e
 
b
r
o
u
g
h
t

p
a
r
t
i
e
s
.

S
e
v
e
n

a
b
o
u
t
 
b
y
 
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
-

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
w
e
r
e
 
b
r
o
u
g
h
t
 
a
b
l
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
-

a
b
o
u
t
 
b
y
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
d

m
e
n
t
.

p
a
r
e
n
t
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
,

.

m
o
t
i
v
a
t
i
o
n
,
 
o
r
 
p
r
e
s
-

s
u
r
e
.

I
n
 
f
i
v
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
m
a
n
y
 
o
r
 
a

l
a
r
g
e
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
o
f

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
w
e
r
e
 
i
n
-

v
o
l
v
e
d
,
 
a
n
d
 
i
n

t
w
o
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s

t
h
e
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e

w
a
s
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 
a
t

6
0
%
,

M
o
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
'
s
 
w
e
r
e

b
r
o
u
g
h
t
 
a
b
o
u
t

w
h
e
n
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
s

w
r
i
t
t
e
n
 
b
y
 
t
h
e

d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s
 
o
r
.
s
t
a
f
f

w
e
r
e
 
a
c
c
e
p
t
e
d
.

I
n

m
o
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
w
e
r
e

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 
i
n
i
t
i
a
l
l
y

t
o
 
s
o
m
e
 
e
x
t
e
n
t
,

b
u
t
 
l
e
s
s
 
i
n
v
o
l
V
e
d

i
n
 
t
h
e
 
a
c
t
u
a
l

i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
.

T
h
e
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
w
e
r
e

b
r
o
u
g
h
t
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
b
y

a
p
p
r
o
v
a
l
 
o
r
 
b
y

o
r
d
e
r
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
H
e
a
d

S
t
a
r
t
 
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
-

t
o
r
s
.

P
a
r
e
n
t

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
w
a
s

m
i
n
i
m
a
l
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
-

o
u
t
 
a
l
l
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

s
t
a
g
e
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
.

0



S
t
a
g
e
 
V
I
:

O
n
c
e
 
a
g
r
e
e
d
 
o
n
 
w
a
s
 
t
h
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
 
p
u
t
 
i
n
t
o
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
?

T
a
b
l
e
 
I
L
.
 
_
c
o
n
t
.
)

H
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involvement of parents in the HiHi sites seems to lead to increased interest

in change and involvement by parents. This may have resulted from the greater

opportunities for communication among parents in the HiHi sites.

The third stage involves parent involvement as related to the source of

solutions. In the LoLo centers three of the four solutions were suggested by

\rofessional staff. In the other 'three groups of centers parents were more

likely to have suggeAed the change. Where they did not do so individually they

were likely to be involved through the center committees or policy councils,

which were often instrumental in suygesting changes. Development and presentation

of ideas nor solutionsby parents was highest in the HiHi centers.

The fourth stage involves provision of support for the parents involved

in trying to institute the change. There is some evidence that parents in

HiHi centers were more indeperident and received less outside support involving

professional staff time. Parents in HiHi centers reported four cases in which

support came on17 from other parents; something which did, not occur in any of

the other sites. In the other sites, where parents were involved, support was

generally provided by professionals or other community groups.

The fifth level is concerned with what broughtabout the changes and how many

parents were actually involved. The HiHi centers once again show a high degree

of parent independence. Changes there were likely to occur through the initiative- 4-

of parents and to in#Volve large numbers of parents. In the HiLo centers, where

parents were involved in decision-making, they were also involved in bringing

about some of the changes, although most of the changes were handled at adminis-

trative levels. In centers where parents were low in decision-making they

were almost never directly involved in bringing about the change.

In those sites where parents were involved in decision-making they also

tended, in many instances, to press for continued improvements and increased

change. This did not occur in centers where parents had low involvement in
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decision-making.

High parent participation in both roles is reflected in involvement of

parents at all of the stages of institutional change. Where parents Wre highly

involved in either role they are likely to -play an important part in initiating

the ideas for change, and in suggesting solutions to problems. Parents are a

little more likely to be influential, and much more likely to press for

further improvement, if their center involves them in decision-making roles

rathe than learner roles. When parents are highly involved in both roles,

their function in institutional change is likely to be the greatest. They are

much more likely to take the initiative in involving other parents, functioning

with greater independence and less need of administrative staff support. Solu-

tions are more likely to come directly rather than through committees, and a

large number of parents are likely to be involved not, only in the change but

in pressing.for continued improvement.

Parent Perceptions of the Effects of the Changes

Parents responded to open-ended questionnaire items concerning the effect of

the change on: (1) themselves, (2) their child iri Head Start, (3) the

neighborhood, (4) the Head Start program, and (5) other community institutions.

There were differences between the site groups in the number of differing

. responses made by the parents. The LoLo group made a total of 13 different

responses while the HiHi group made a total of 50. Both of these groups'

total number of different responses may be underestimated because there were

fewer significant changes for which parent response questionnaires were com-

pleted than the other site groups. The LoLo site group had only four significant

changes reported, but had parent response questionnaires for all of these changes.

The HiHigroupon the other hand, had ten significant changes but parent

response questionnaires were completed for only six of the ten changes.



225

The dominant theme running through parent response concerning the effects

of the significant changes was one of significant personal benefit and increased

awareness and understanding of many things affecting the parent's themselves,

their families and community institutions. Many parents indicated that they

had acquired a better understanding of themgelves, felt more independent,

and had gained a sense of purpose. Parents in the HiHi centers reported

several areas of personal benefit as a result of the changes. Some were able

to obtain employment or further education. They Pis() felt that they learned

more about their communities and gained increased understanding of the importance

of other people's ideas and opirdons. In the political area, parents reported

an increased understanding of the goals and operation of Head Start, a new'

awareness of the effects of legislation on Head Start, and direct experience

with the function of leadership.

. e

Parents in the three site classification groups reporting parent involve-

ment reported a greater' understanding of the needs of children, including

health needs, and an increased ability to raise children more effectively.

There were very few comments from parents in the LoLo site group. In commenting

on the effects of the changes on their children, parents stressed the improvement

of learning experiences and opportunities and expressed a belief that their

children were learning more as a result of the changes. Parents also perceived

several effects in the area of social relationships. Children were fldt to be

getting along better with other children, learning to respect each other's

property and to understand better each otherfs culture. In centers where the

significant- changes involved health institutions, patents frequently expressed

relief and appreciation for the much better health enioyed by their children.

They'Were grateful for the elimination of discouragement and pressure of trying

to pay for all of the medical services they had received through Head Start. In

many instances parents reported a marked improvement in their childrens' health

and disposition as a result of some'of the changes.
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Neighborhood changes reported by parents to be a result of the changes

included an increased interest in Head Start, improved medical services,

increased pride in the neighborhood, safer neighborhoods, and increased social

interactions and friendships. A few parents rep9rted an increased awareness of

the needs of the neighborhood and of the importance of communication, cooperation

and the sharing of ideas.

Parents report that many of the important changes were directly related

sotcrn improved Head These changes were highly consistent with

the goals and objectives of Head Start in designing and implementing high

quality programs for children and parents.

The effects of the changes on other community institutions included

increased community interest and awareness of the needs of low income families,,r-..,

additional funding and financial support, increased use of agencies and services,

and increased parent involvement in community organizations other than Head

Start.

One of the more striking bits of information was the paucity of comments

from parents in the LoLo sites. Parents in the HiHi sites tended to provide

more information and more favorable comments than parents in other sites.

There were a few instances in which the effects reported were not

positive. Those mentioned were creation of a negative attitude toward Head

Start and contribution toward a feeling of insecurity and uncertainty for a.

child. However, the overall impression formed from the parents' comments

concerning the effects of the changes was very positive. Parents believe the

effects to have been beneficial in many ways.

Permanence of the Two Selected Changes
46. .1

, 1

Parents at the center meeting discussed three additional questions

concerning the two selected changes. Had there actually been a change? Was

the change still in effect? How did the parents feel about the change? The



answer to the first question was affirmative at the sites where a total of

33 changes had been reported. (Three centers in the LoLo site group reported
tR

no changes and one center in the HiLo site group reported only one change.)

The answer to the second question, about the permanence of the change, was

affirmative for 32 of the 33 reported changes. The remaining change,

reported at a site in the LoLo site group, was still in effect, but future

continuation of the change was uncertain. Similarly, in answer to the third

question, parents were described as feeling "positive; "better," "pleased,"
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or "enthusiastic" about 25 of the changes, feeling "that the change would

expand" with respect to two,changes, feeling "continued concern" about one

change, and "important" abcut one other change. One of the remaining changes,

at a center in the LoLo site group, was a change about which the parents did

not care. TheFeWas no information concerning how-parents felt about the

other'change which was reported at aelEente: in the LoHi site group.

,The parents reported that in fact, there had been definite changes. All

but one of the changes were still in effect, and they tended to view the

changes positively.

Summary and Discussion

. There appears tipbe a pattern which indicates that number and importance

of institutional changes were related to extent and type of parent invo3vement

and in the context of Head Start programs. Where parents had mini/nat involve-

ment or were not involved in either learner or decision-making roles, few

changes were reported.

Where parent participation was w:ident (e.g., HiHi, HiLo, and LoHi sites)

institutional changes were readily apparent and could be documented by parents
0

and institutional representatives. The significance and importance of the

changes appeared to be greater where parents were involved in decision-making

roles rather than learner roles. However, the largest number of changes and the
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most important changes appeared to occur in those sites where.a ajority of

the parents were highly involved in both learning and decision king

activities.

Some of the changes reported by parents were perceived as being

significant,.by the parqnts, but were not institutional changes. Parents,

in sites having parents involved in decision-making, appeared to be able

more readily to identify and describe institutional changes which had a

significant and lasting impacon large numbers of low income families.

Extensive parent involvement in Head Start centers appeared to be

related to involvement of parents at all stages of institutional change.

When parents were involved in either role or in both roles they were more

likely to initiate the ideas for change and to suggest solutions to problems

than where there was little or no parent involvement. It appears that parents

were a little'more likely to be influential in initiating changes, finding

solutions to problems, and pressing for'Aurther changes if they were*in

centers which involved them in decision-making activities rather than learner

activities.

When parents were highly involved in both roles their function in

institutional change at all stages appeared likely to be far greater than if

there was no involvement, or involvement in only one of the two roles.

Support for this conclusion was based AI the information which incated

that parents were much pore likely to take the initiative involving other

parents, function with greater independence, and to need less support froM

professional staff in initiating and bringing about changes. Furthermore,

parents in HiHi sites appeared more likely to produce solutions directly instead

pf through committees, to 'involve'larger numbers of parents, and were more

likely to press for further imp;ovement and changes than parents in the other

two site groups which involved parents (Hilo and LoHi).

a.
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Parents reported many beneficial effects resulting -ffom the changes.

These benefits were evident in terms of effects on parents, their children,

neighborhood, Head Start, and community institutions. Permanence of the

changes was readily apparent, and parents voiced a uniformly positive response

to approximately two-thirds of the changes.

Significant and critical institutional changes appeared to result from

a combination of factors. The ideal ...dbination appeared to be parents who

were interested in the welfare of their families, Head Start staffs who

provided opportunities for parent involvement in both roles, staffs who pro-

-
vided continued support and encouragement, community leaders who were,,,,
responsive to the needs of low income families, and federal and state policies

and funding which provided a support base and climate conducive to bringing

about change for the benefit of low income families. Failure to provide one

or more of the four factors appeared to curtail the extent and effectiveness

of institutional change.

O



CONCLUSIONS

What can be concluded about the impact of parent participation in Head

Start programs from this study?

The reader is reminded again that the study is a post hoc effort. At

best one can identify a number of noteworthy and valuable: relationships.

However, the temptation to carry them into definitive statements or conclu-

sions as to cause and effect is a matter of informed speculation and cannot

be based on the data from this one brief study. To produce hard, data-based

conclusions about cause and effect with regard to parent participation is the

task of future research.

General Conclusions

1. Results on all font dependent variables favor high participation in both

roles. sParents scoring high in both decision-making and learner roles:

a. Appeared most satisfied, showed more self-confidence, had greater

sense of internal locus of control, and greater assurance about their

future.

b. Had children who did best on both intellective and task-oriented

measures.

c. Were more, involved in more efforts to change community institutions.

d. Were more prevalent in programs having high quality.



2. Strength in the decision-makinc, role appears to be more highly related

. '

to positive or desirable findings in the parents, children, institu-

tional change, and program quality than strength in the learner role.

3. Parents have very positive feelings about Head Start and view it as very

beneficial to self, children, and changing other institutions.

4. Highly part ipative parents continue or increase their participative

style after children leave Head Start.

5. centers with younger parents seem to have higher participation in both roles.

6. Centers with more repeating parents (second, third child in Head Start)

appear to give preference to the decision-making role.

7. Centers with low participation in both roles fared poorest throughout

the study.

8. There is a selective factor relating to parent participation. Parents

with more education and some previous history of involvement were more

frequently those showing participation in Head Start. The presence of such

parents in the families served by Head Start seems to contribute to the

level of participation and to the related effects on selves, children,

programs, and community.

9. There is heterogeneity in the strength and extent of parent Participation

by'individual parents and in centers as units. Differences can be identi-

fied and classified reliably.

10. There is a group of parents not involved in Head Start. Main reasons appear

to be working parents and other young children in the home.

The Impact on Head Start Parents

1. Parents who were high in participation, especially those high in decision-

making, were also high in feelings of ability to control their environment.
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Feelings of ability to control their envir6Vnent were high for all

Head Start parents, suggesting that mere' identification with Head Start

may be an asset to parents.

2. Parents who were high in participation also viewed themselves as more

Successful, more skillful, and better al-sle to influence their environment.

Parents rating high in participation also reported higher pre-Head Start

involvement. Further, their involvement in Head Start appears to reduce

Ictivities temporarily. Those parents participating actively in

Head Start report 'Their level of participation in activities after their

Head-Start exoerience is as high or higher than before or during. Former

parents generally increased their activities outside Head Start, suggesting

greater community involvement.

4. Heap Start appears to have had less or no effect on the uninvolved parent.

.5. Head Start involvement appears to lead to an increase in personal self-

,

esteem. Where involvement was lower, self-esteem was lower,Highest self-

esteem was in high decision-making sites.

6. Former parents report reduced sel-esteem. The data do not provide

sufficient information to identify cause. One conclusion might be that the

high esteem of Head Start parents has a time limited dimension. Another

possibility, which is more like y, is that the whole dimension of support

fox parents is radically lacking in most institutions with hich parents

must relate after Head Start, especially public sc:Ic)1s. ThAT absence of

support for parents may result in the reduction of one's self esteem.

Certainly there is more evidence in general writings, observations, and

personal reports for this conclusion.

The Impact on Head Start Children

1, The extent of parent participation is a critical variable to the benefits
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derived by the-children from their Head Start experience.

2. There is a strong relationship between high participation by parents

and better performance on intellective and task-orientedmeasures,

The children of parents with extensive participation in both roles pro-

duced better scores on verbal intelligence, academic achievement, self-

concept, behav-oral ratings in classrooms and at home, and change ratings

in both learning and activities.

.3. The children of parents in centers which were classified as high in one

or both roles scored better on child measures than did, children at

centers which were classified as low or minimal in both roles.

4: The children in LoLo centers were older; rind might have been expected to

score better oni,age correlated sures, yet *they did not p rform as

well as the younger children from centers classified as high in one or
4

both roles.

0
5. Th,-) children of paid employees were very similar to children of HiHi

parents (a parallel result to finding that paid employees performed much

as HiHi parents),

4.1

The Impact on Program Quality

1. Program quality varies from component to component as well as from center

to center ,

2. Centers with high participition in both roles also fared best in program

quality assessment.

a. Staff at these centers reported better quality.

-b. Parent chairmen repoed quality higher than chairmen at other centers.

c. Evaluation team leaders assessments concurred with staff and'chairmen.

3. Some-components of program quality show comparatively low ratings in most

or all centers. One conrludes that some very large permeating forces are
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affecting such situations. Though participation may.have been high,

and general program quality high, some components did notsnecessarily

receive high ratings. In fact, generally, the same component, psycho-

logical services, was lowest. Overall, the quality of classroom, administra-

tion, medical/dental and recruiting were reported as positive. Social

services, nutrition and career development fluctuated.

4. Centers classified as low_in both roles were reported as the second

strongest in program quality by local staff and chairmen. Tee leaders,

however, reported the 'same.programs as poorest. Though many hypotheses

have been formulated, no clear explanation has-been generated. The

reliability of the data are questioned, and its use for any purpose

beyond consideration for further study is discouraged.

The Impact on Community Institutions

1. Both the greatest number of changes and the more significant changes

were eported in centers rated high in both decision-making and learner

activities.

2. The centers which reported the most significant kind of institutional

changes were those where decision-making was strongest of the two roles.

3. There was a direct relationship between the extent of parent participation

and the ability of parents at a center to recall and document changes.

Centers with high participation provided extensive information while at

LoLo centers few changes could be reported.

4. The extent to which parents from centers participated in all six stages

of changes was directly related to the extent of parent participation.

When the parents were high partit:ipants in 12rek rb1es there was greater
0

involvement across the six stages than where thexe, was little involvement,

or wen there*as high participation in only one role.
,4 .

5. Significant and important institutional changes appeared to be associated

r
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with number of factors:

a. 'Parents who were interested in the welfare of their families.

b. Head Start'staffs who provided opportunities for parent involvement

in both roles.

c. Staffs who provided continued support and encouragement.

d: Community leaders who were responsive to the need of low income

families.

e. Federal and state policies and funding which provided a support base

and climate conducive to bringing about change for the benefit of

low income families. Failure to provide one or :,tore of the factors,'

appeared to curtail the extent and effectiveness of institutional

change.
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